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is fcarcely neceflary to tell the reader, 
that in the years 1516 and 1519 Erafmu 

Jniblifhed his firft and fecond editions of the 
Greek Teftament, both which omitted the 
three heavenly witnefles. That having pro¬ 
mised Lee to infert them in his text, if they 

were found in a Single Greek MS. he was 

foon informed of the e&iftence of fuch a MS. 
in England, and confequefttly inferted 1 John 

in his third edition, 1522. That this 
MS. after a profound fleep of two cent uric 
has at laft been found in the library of Tri¬ 
nity-college, Dublin. That the Compluten- 

fian edition, which was not publiflied till 
1522, though it profefles to be printed in 
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1514, has the fevcnth and eighth verfes 
patched up from the modern Latin MSS', 
and the final cl a life of the eighth verfe, 
which is omitted in its proper place, trans¬ 
ferred to the end of the feventh. That Coli- 


naeus in 1534 omitted the verfe, on the faith 

That R. Stephens, in his famous 


of MSS. 


edition of 1550, inferted the verfe, and 
marked the words 


cvpcc'jui as wanting 
in feven MSS. That Beza, fufpedling no mil- 

take, concluded that thefe feven MSS. con¬ 


ey TUi 


tained the reft of the fevcnth verfe, and the 

eighth with the words lv 


All thefe 

circumftances arc either lb well known, or 

mentioned fo fully in the following Letter: 

that it would be a tedious repetition to dwell 
longer upon them at prefent. 

In the year 1670, the Arian Sandius made 
a formidable attack upon the verfe, which 

was followed by a more formidable attack 

from Simon in his Critical Hiftory of the 
N. T. and other works pertaining to the 

fame fubjett. Soon after the appearance of 
Simon’s book, between the years 1690 and 
1700, Sir Ifaac Newton wrote a differ tation 
upon 1 John V. 7. in which he collected, 

arranged, 


v y r r' 


iD 
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ged, and ftrengthened Simon s argu 

and gave a clear, exaft, and comp re 


arran 


meats 

heufive view of the whole queftion. This 

differ tat ion, which was not publifhed till 


and then imperfectly, has been lately 
reltored by Dr. Horlley in the lad edition of 
Newton’s works from an original MS. Iu 
the mean time Kettner anfwered Simon in 

in which he has produced 
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three publications 

mod of the arguments ufually alledged on 
his fide, but mixed with fo many abfurd and 


trifling obfervations, that to read through 
them is no moderate exercife of patience. 
He reckons in the fecond century twenty- 

feven, in the third twenty-nine, in the fourth 
forty-two realons, which might hinder the 

Fathers from appealing to the heavenly wit- 
neffes. Of the third fet of reafons, his 
eighteenth is, left that text might (eem to 
favour Sabellianifm ; his twenty-fourth, left 

Con (tan tine the Great, being then a cate¬ 
chumen, fhould be fcandalized ! At the end 
of his differtation he burfts out into the fol¬ 


lowing rapturous expreflions, which I fhall 
copy, without attempting to transfufe their 


elegance into Englilh 


Nihil 


<< 


a 2 


PREFACE 


IV 


Nihil enim mi hi gratius quam bene me- 

reri de hoc illuftri ditto, quod eft Theologiai 

Johannea in nuce, eft inftar ftellx primar 

mngnitudinis in Scriptura, eft margarita BI- 

blica pretiofiflima, & flos Novi Teftamenti 
pulcherrimus, eft compendium analogiae fideii 

de Trio itate, ut alia elogia in dedicatione ad- 

dutta taceamus. 

^ Latet inexhauftus fcien thrum thefaurus 

in hoc excellentiflimo ditto. Hie enim Theo- 
logi tres articulos fidei, Jurifconfulti tres ad- 
vocatos coeleftes et teftes fummos, Medici tres 

animarum medicos inveniunt. Siftitur liobia 

in hoc ditto Philolophia et Pan Tophi a qusedam 

fublimior* Metaphyfici ens unum verum, 

bonum, Logici praedicationes inufitatas con- 

templari pofl’unt. Ethicus cernit in hoc loco 

fummum Bonum, Phyficus Iridem trium co¬ 
lor um, et Aftrologus concur Turn trium pla- 

netarum five tres foies obfervat. Mathe¬ 
matic us difcit, quomodo tres Tint unum in 
Arithmetica Divina. Muficus Muficam fua- 
viffimam trium vocum in textu con centum- 
que harmonic um audire poteft. Opticus, ft 
quid videt, videt fpeculum Deitatis et in fuo 
intellettu ob hujus myfterii altitudinem in- 

ven i t 
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venit Cameram qnandam obfcuram. Pneu- 
matici ipiritualitatem Dei cognofcere poflunt. 
Rhetores hoc di&um confiderantes, afre£tum 

admirationis move re coguntur et exclam are, 
O profuuditas fapientiae Dei 1 Aulici tres gra- 
tiofiflimos Mon arch as coeleftes erga fubditos 

in regno gratis venerari poflunt. 

At la ft Mill’s long-expedled edition of the 

N. T. was publiflied. Still more and more 

evidence produced again ft the verfe 1 Mill, 
after fairly fumming lip the evidence on both 
fldes, juft as wp fhould expert him to declare 
the verfe fpuripus, is unaccountably trans¬ 
formed into a defender. Abbe L. Roger, Dean 
of Bourges, publilhed, Par. 1715, t>vo dif- 
fcrtations. in the firft of which he defends 


>1 


I John V. 7. It ought to be mentioned to 
his credit, that, having examined the MSS. 

in the royal library at Pans, he fubfcribed to 

the opinion of Lucas Britgenfls 

JLc Long, and ingenuoufly confefled that the 

femi circle 

1 

follows the words 

1 

verle 


Simon, and 


in Stephens’s edition, which now 


ouquvu 7 in the Seventh 

ought to be placed after the words 1 
tuft yn? in the eighth. 


tV Tit) 1 


But 
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But Martin, Paftor of the French church 

at the Hague, thought fuch moderation as 

this a bafe defertion of the caufe. In his 

Treatife on Revealed Religion he fpends a great 
part upon the Angle queftion of i John V. 7. 
He afterwards defended the genuinenefs of 
the verfe in three books againft Emlyn’s Full 

Euquiry, Anfwer and Reply. In all thele 

performances he manfully after ted tire right 
polition of Stephens’s femicircle. This he 
did by a flight afl’umption, that Stephens and 

all his afllftants, compofitors, &c. were in- 

an aflumption which Mr. Travis has 

fince borrowed. Emlyn, it mu ft be owned, 

left Martin in polfeffion of the A eld; and 
yet, I know not how, the opinion of Emlyn 
made many converts; and Bifhop Small- 

brooke* feems not to have been fatisfled with 

Martin’s defence; for he fays, that little has 

been faid againft Mr. Emlyn, except what 

has been offered by the ingenious Mr. Martin. 


fallible 


* In a letter to Dr. Bentley concerning the Complutcn 
fian edition. See the beginning of De Mijffs fir ft letter 
Joorn. Brit. Vol. VIII. and Felton's Moyer’s Lc&urcs 

P . 368. 


T he 
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The Greek-Englifh editor of the N. T. in 
1729 threw the verfe out of his text, and 
fubjoined a long note to the place, which 
though it is apparently written with great 

labour, does not deferve the praifes beftowed 

upon it by Solipater*. Twells refuted this 

editor after his manner; but he fcarcely quits 
Martin, except in giving up the fpurious Pro¬ 
logue, and appealing to the new-found tefti- 
mony of Cafliodorus. 

Bengelius, whofe edition was publifhed in 

1734, allows, in his note on this pafiage, 
that it is in no genuine MS.; that the Com- 
plutenfian editors interpolated it from the 
Latin veriion; that the Codex Britannicus is 




good for nothing; that Stephens’s femicircle 

is mifplaced; that no ancient Greek writer 


cites the heavenly witnefles; that many La¬ 
tins omit them ; and that they were neither 

crafed by the Arian 


nor a'oforbed by- the 

homceo ft Luton . Surely then the verfe is fpu- 

No; this learned 


nous 


man finds out a 
way of efcape ; the pafoge was of fo fublime 


Commentaries and EfTays, Vol. J 


r n 


L J 


• p* 145. 


nd 
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and myfterious a nature, that the Jecret dlfcl - 
pline of the church withdrew it from the 
public books, till it was gradually loft, Un¬ 
der what a want of evidence muft a critic 

labour, who re forts to fuch an argument ! 

Wetftein and Mr. Grielhach have in their 
refpe&ive editions given judicious abridge-* 

meats of the authorities and arguments on 
both fides ; but from the neceflary brevity of 
notes, fome previous information is requifite, 
before they can be perfectly underftood. 

Such was the ftatc of the controverfy, 

. 4 

and all the learned 1 * had abandoned the de¬ 
fence of the verfc, Mr. Gibbon exprefled the 

general opinion with great exaftnefs and im¬ 
partiality in a paflage of the third volume of 
his Hiftory. Perhaps the hiftorian, who muft 
have forefeen many attacks upon other parts 
' of his work, apprehended none on this paf- 

' fage, Perhaps he thought, that an opinion 


* Bentley read a public leiture, which is ftill extant, 
,and Abbe L&nguerue wrote a differ ration, which perhaps 
is ftil) extant, to prove this verfe fpurious. Serr.Ier too 
has written a Critical Hiftory of the text, in German, 

' which I have not been able to procure. 


which 
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which he poflefled in common with many 
orthodox critics, might be fuffered to pafs 
without moleflation. 

I 

But if thefe were his hopes, he was difap-r 

pointed. 

The Rev. Mr. Travis publilhed three fhort 

letters againft him in the Gentleman’s Maga¬ 
zine, 1782. Thele letters he afterwards re¬ 
printed (4to. 1784), with two others, much 
longer, addrefled to Mr. Gibbon, in which 
he profeffed to difeufs the whole queftion, 

and vindicate the authenticity of iJohnV. 7. 
Afterwards having learned that Sir Ifaac 
Newton, Mr.Griefbach, and others, had writ¬ 
ten upon the fubjed, he publifhed a fecond 
edition ( 3 vo. 1786), with lome alterations* 
and a confiderable increafe of bulk. 


I had read, though without examining 
every minute particle of their reafoning. 
Mill, Wetftein, Newton, and I was fully 
fatislied of the {purioufnefs of the verfe from 


my general recollection of their arguments. 
But I mull thus far confefs my obligations 
to Mr. Travis, that the appearance of his 
book induced 


me to reconfider the fubjeCt 
with a little more attention. I11 the courfc 


of 
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of this enquiry, I found fuch aftonifhing in- 
fiances of error, fuch intrepid aflertions con¬ 
trary to fatt, that I almoft: doubted whether 

I were awake while I read them. But at laft 

I difcovered that Mr. Travis was a ((ranger 
to all criticifm, facred and profane; and that 
he had read fcarcely any tiling even on the 
fubjeft of the contelled verle, except Martin’s 
publications. This difeovery opened my eyes, 
and made me lee why Mr. Travis was, as 
Profefior Mi chad is rightly fiys, half a cen¬ 
tury behind-hand in his information . 

The render will hardly thank me for re¬ 
peating my own opinion of Mr. Travis; but 

it may nmufe him to know the fcntiinents 
of learned foreigners. I fhnll therefore give 
fome extracts, communicated to me 


bv 


a. 


friend, from Michaelis s T\e n c Oriental ifche und 
ExegetifcheBfbhothek, Gottingen, l j $6 

He fa vs. that 


P* 1 44* 

Mr. Travis is indifputably 

half a century behind-hand in critical know¬ 
ledge; and, con frequently, unacquainted with 
matters univ erf ally known ; a proof this, that 
the verfe i John V. 7. has more and warmer 
friends in England than in Germany. 


4 < 




He 


declares that he (hall not honour Mr. Travis 


with 
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with a particular review, to the lots of his 
own time 
patience; 

ments have been already anfwered, or given 
up by the very defenders of the verfe; that 

if he were difpofed to re-examine the queftion 
he (hould be obliged to t ran ten he his own 

introduction, which Mr. Travis quotes in the 
Englilh trahflation of the fir ft edition; but 

though he has not feen the laft edition of 

1777, he might have found the particulars 
in other authors. He proceeds to remark 
how fiiamefully Mr. Travis treats Dr.Benfon, 

while he himfelf betrays a more blame able 

ignorance concerning the Slavonic verfion. 

After quoting Mr. Travis’s words on that 

Now,” lays the Profeflbr 
any one compare my 88th fe&ion, and the 
note from Mr. Poletika’s letter*, and judge. 

I do 


and of his reader s money and 


that moft of Mr. Travis’s ar<ru 






lubjedt 


let 


i t 


U 


* The fum of Mr. PoletikVs note is, that he believes 

1 John V. 7. to have been inferred in the Slavonic verfion 
during the Jife-time of the patriarch Nicon j for it is in 

the edition of 1653, but not in the preceding editions 

printed at Mofcow and Kiow. All thefe editions Mr. 
Poletika pofleftes j lie likewife poflefles fome MSS. of the 

A&s 
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I do not here complain of diflimillation, but 

of extreme ignorance. 

\gainft Mr. Griefbach, Mr. Travis writes 

with incredible ignorance. If Mr. Griefbach 

chufes to defend himlelf, he may; but I 

fhould judge it perfectly needlefs. Why is 
there not a word for or again ft Matthaei, an 
orthodox Athanafian rejecter of the verfe r 

He wrote too in Latin, and might have been 

read by Mr. Travis, who feems to undcrftancj 

no living languages but French and Englifh. 
But perhaps” (and I firmly believe the Pror 
feflor in the right) 
know that there was fuch a man or fuch a 
book in the world 






1 


Mr. Travis did not 


£ t 


1 * 


Acts anti Epistles written before the sera of printing; but 
neither in them, nor in any copies rhat ever came into Iii$ 

hands,.could lie find the pafTagc. 

Michaclis adds, that it is not in the Ofirow edition, 

b 

nor in ancient MSS. He doubts whether the edition of 
.1653 has it in the text or margin. I am alinoft perfuaded 
that it is in the margin, becaufe clfc I fee no rcafon why 
the overfeers of the edition of 1663 Should not have taken 
it at once into the text, if they borrowed it from an edition 
■where it was already in full pofleflion. See the latter part 

of eighth letter. 


Mi 


t * • 
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Mr. Zoellner loudly complains that Mr. 

Travis has not only disfigured his letter by 
errors of the prefs, but alfo mutilated it in 
fuch a manner, as to make him appear the 
defender of a bad caufe*. He then adds 


that part of his letter which Mr. Travis had 

fupprefled after the fecond break in hi 9 Ap- 

It confifts of two paragraphs, 


pendix, p. 59. 
which together would have made, as I ealeu 

late, about thirty lines of Mr. Travis’s book 


Omnia haec 


Thefe are fome of his words 


it 


accuratius perpendenti, mihi quidem videtur, 
codicem Ravianum adhuc non fails certo pro 
apographo polyglottorum Complutenfium ha- 
beri.” Mr. Travis, by th z prudent omifiioti 

of this helitating fcntence, has made Mr. Zo¬ 
ellner feem to give a final opinion in favour 
of the genuinenefs of the MS. There is no 

mark of defeft in the letter, as it is printed 
in the Appendix; fo that the reader cannot 
help taking it for the whole that Mr. Zoellner 
wrote. Being curious therefore to know how 
Mr. Travis had exprefled his promife to print 


* 1 had myfelf obferved, that Mr. Zoellner was rather 

an advocate than a judge, Letter V. p. 123. 


the 
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the letter, I turned to p. 304, and found this 

cautious not 

where this letter is given more at large. 
But who would believe that in Mr. Zoellner’s 

letter the following fentence originally exifted 

Extra omnem dubitationis ale am, Ji nihil allude 
id quidem pojitum eft, codicem Ravianum in re 
critic a vix ullius immenti ejfe ; non tam quod non 
'Dana Jufpicione premaiur , fed quod wide recens 
Jit , Stofchio aliifque ju did bus, eerie pojl annum 
1453 firiptus . Let any man believe Mr. 

Travis hereafter, when he talks of his own 

truth, candour, charity, and upright inten¬ 
tions, or when he is angry with others for 
their deficiency in thofe qualities. Whenever 

I hear fuch zealous flicklers for truth, they 
bring to my mind thofe undetected females 

who rail with all the bitternefs and in faience 

of confcious virtue again ft the frailties of 

their lefs prudent lifters. Mr. Pappclbaum 
alfo wrote a letter to Mr. Travis on the fub- 

je£t of his book; but, as Mr.Travis has not 

thought fit to publifh it, Michaelis promifes 

to print it, if he can obtain the author’s 
leave. 


Appendix 
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Meflrs 
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xv 


Meffrs. Hath and Brum, in their Jlnnalet 


Uterarii (Helmftadt, May 1786, p. 385— 
04), have given a Ihort review of the fame 

After quoting Mr. Gibbon’s note, they 

Thefe few words 




worK 


proceed in this manner: 
of Mr. Gibbon, who perhaps never uttered 


tc 


more truth in his life, have fo vexed th 


writer of thefe letters, that he has relumed 
the whole difpute, as if it were ftill unde¬ 
cided, and has brought forth this child of 
his diligence, or rather this abortion, with a 

vafl: body, but no brain, 
good fortune of this work, to be twice pub- 
lilhed in a Ihort fpace of time, has infpired 
our artill with a wonderful confidence, which 
he himfelf profefles; others perhaps may call 
it impudence.” They then give a brief Iketch 
of the work, with fome proper remarks : 

they make themfelves very merry with Mr. 
Travis’s fufpicions of Erafmus and the argu^ 
ment drawn from his Paraphrafes, together 
with the accurate chronology of making 
Erafmus publilh his Paraphrafes in 1,541, 

five years after he was dead, and twenty-one 

years after they were written. They laugh 
at Mr. Travis’s credulity in relying upon 

Stephens’s 


The lingular 
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and Beza s ocular lit 


Stephens’s accuracy 
fpe&ion of the 15, not 16 MSS-; at his repe-- 

tition of Martin’s miferable reafons: at his 


appeal to L. Valla, and the only edition extant 

in Europe ; at his implicit truft in the later 

Latins, Lyranus, Aquinas, Durandus, Lom¬ 
bard, &c.; at his mfallible method of arguing 

to prove thatWalafrid Strabus found the hea¬ 
venly witnefles in Greek MSS. With equal 

contempt they pafs over his preference of the 
interpolated edition of Eucherius to the ge¬ 
nuine ; his fecurity in the prologue of Pfeudo- 

Jerome add refled to Uamafus (read Eufto- 
chium) ; his confidence in the teftimony of 

Cyprian backed by Fulgentius, rn the La¬ 
te ran council, in the revifion of Charlemagne, 

the hiflorv of Victor, the Apoftolos, the mo¬ 
dern Greek confeflion of faith, &c. &c. # 

Though I had by fome pains and fludy 
qualified myfelf to pronounce the fame fen- 

tence on Mr. Travis’s book, I fhould have 


* What thefe gentlemen fay 
fo well agrees wirh the obfervations fcattered through the 
following letters, that, if I had met with their review 
fooner, I would have inferred it entire. 


in their concife manner 


ftill 
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{till kept my opinions to myfelf. My natural 

indolence, my engagement in other ftudies 
my contempt of the work, hindered me from 
troubling the public with my thoughts. I 
read with a fmile commendations* of Mr. 
Travis in print, and touud no inclination to 

contradict opinions, which (with Vmdex’s 
leave) could only proceed from ignorance or 

bigotry. At I aft appeared, in the Gentleman’s 
Magazine for Auguft 1788, p. 700. a letter 

iigned Eblanenfis, challenging Mr. Gibbon 

to come forth in per foil and break a lance, 
with that valiant knight of the holy brother¬ 
hood, Mr< Travis. So much ignorance of 

the queftion joined with an equal quantity of 
inlolcncc, as well to Mr. Gibbou as to others. 




excited my indignation, and railed an hafty 
refolution of writing fome remarks 


upo u 

Mr.Travis’s letters, and fending them to the 
lame journal in which his own firft letters. 




and this magnanimous challenge, had ap¬ 
peared. I meant at fir ft rather to expofe 


* Gent, Mag. Aug. 1784, 

584.—Sept. 1785, p. 686, 687. 


p. 565.—Aug. 1785, p 

—March 1787, p.211. 


b 


Mr 


la 
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Mr. Travis’s way of managing this contro- 

verly, than to enter into the controverfy itfelf. 
But when I confidered that it would be little 

more trouble to undertake the one than the 

other; that it would be a good deed to let 

the public know how far they might truft 
big words and bold promifes; that, though 
many were fitter for this talk than mylelf, 
lome were averfe to labour, and others per 

haps afraid of confequences ; when I conli 

dered all thefe things, I changed my plan 
and determined, befides occalional animad 
verfions on Mr. Travis, to give a general 

abltraft of the main queftion. Meafuh fern- 

per hac in hac re voluntas et fententia , quemvis 

ut hoc mallem de iis qui ejfent idonei, fufcipere 

quam me ; me ut mallem, quam neminem . In 

confequence of this refolution, I inferted feven 

letters (which make the five firft of this 
collection) in the Gentleman’s Magazine 

for October and December 1788, February, 

April, May, June, Auguft, 1789. A gen¬ 
tleman who called himlelf Vindex. in the 




fame Magazine for January 1789, p. 12. after 

Mr. Gibbon’s contemptuous 


c t 


mentioning 

inattention to Mr. Travis’s irrefragable* de 




fence 


F A 


13 




added the following note : * u A Cam¬ 
bridge correfpondent has not rendered it lefs 
fo by his feeble ftri£lures in your Magazine 

for O£tober laft, p. 876. Dat vcmam cor vis. 

gave Vindex a gentle rebuke in my next 

letter (II. p. 17*)? hut he was too headftrong 
to take advice, and replied in the Gentleman’s 
Magazine for March, p. 225. I lhall only 
tranfcribe a part of his letter. 




fence 




’ 91 


Mr. Urban 

4 




Your + zealous, knowin 
creet correfpondent, in p. 101—105 of your 

laft Magazine, who is happily exempt from 

J the weaknefs that fools call candour.” is 
plea fed to infinuate that 
can fupport the authenticity of the famous 

9 the ex- 
Let this lito 

beware of meafuring the 

own narrow 

conceptions.” ****** As to Mr. Travis 

with whom I have not the pleafure of be 
ing acquainted,” I flatter myfelf that he will 

be weary of anfvverihg” thofe op- 

are never weary of repea tin 


and dif 


Or 








bigotry alone 


7 


text 1 John V. 7. This furely is 
cefs of Chriftian benevolence 


Ci 




rary Goliath 

integrity of other men by his 


u 10 




) 


<< 1 


never 

ponents who 




cr 




the 


b 
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the fame baffled and exploded realons.” Con* 
tcmptuous inattention will juftly be conftrued 

a proof of confcious impotence.” Let 
him therefore, “ ® compliments being pafled 

begin upon bufinefs.” To him it may be 
iafely left. In the mean time, “ + will you 

Mr. Urban, ad vile” his fupercilious antagonift 

in a whiiper,” not to ifl'ue his dictates tpiaji 
ex cathedra , though he may have a fufficiency 
of learning to fill the chair. Cut does not 

D 

his “ 6 good mother’* know him too well to 

place him in the chair. Fueuum hahet in 

cormt. 


<« * 


as 






I quote tliis trafti merely to fhew how 
ready any per Ion is to decide upon thele 

points, though neither qualified by nature nor 
art for the dilcuflioii of them, and to think 

he benefits the world by publiftiing his opi¬ 
nion. As if truth in thele cafes alwavs de¬ 
pended upon a majority of voices 

But beiiur tired of this tedious method of 




O 


publication 


I quitted it, as foon as I had 

finifiled the fubjett of Greek MSS. with 

pro mile to refume the difpute in another 
form. 






Some time afterwards, while thele 
letters were in the prefs Mr.Travis.fent to the 


Gentleman’s 
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Gentleman’s Magazine for January 1790 iuch 
defence of Stephens and Beza, as Martin 

1 _ 

himfelf would have blufhed to father. He 
there repeated, almoft word for word, what 
he had already fa id in his book, and I had 
confuted. He had not even knowledge enough 
to fee, or candour enough to own, the moft 
palpable errors of the prefs; but Rill aflumed, 
without fhame, a portion in itfelf abfurd, 
and (hewn by me to be totally groundlefs, 

the perpetual infallibility of Stephens’s mar¬ 
gin. I replied in the next month minutely 
to every article of the defence; and, as Mr. 
Travis, in his zeal for Stephens’s character, 

had forgotten his own, I reminded him of a 
few offences that lie bad committed again ft 

his favourite virtue, Truth. But he declined 

my propofal of retracing or defending his 

his affertions, by calling me Therfites, frying 
that lie defpifed my railings, and making a lort 
of promife, that when my volume came out, 

he would take it into confideration. We (hall 

j 

therefore foou lee what efforts his ingenuous 
temper will make to acknowledge or excufe 

his errors. 
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I here perform my promile, which per¬ 
haps Mr. Travis and my readers would have 

forgiven me for breaking. Such as thefe 
letters are, I deliver them to the judgment of 

the public. I (hall make no profeffions of 
diligence and fidelity, for two realons ; i. be- 

caufe I conceive, that fuch a profeflion is 

always implied in the very circumftance of 
becoming an author ; and, 2. becaufe in the 

prelent cafe it would be dangerous as well as 

unneceflary. For all that are well acquainted 
with Mr. Travis’s book would infallibly feel 
either their fufpicions roufed, or their laugh¬ 
ter provoked, if I pretended, like him, that 

Truth was the foie aim, objeCt, and end 
of the following letters. But before I take 

my leave, I would gladly prevent two or 

three objections, which I forefee; 

I have treated a grave fubjeCt with too much 

levity; and a dignitary of the church with 
too much freedom; and, what is a much 
more grievous crime, that I may be thought 

to defend herely, and to. attack the Catholic 

faith. 

To the firft and lecond objections I anfwer, 
that I could not treat the fubjeCt in any other 

manner. 
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manner, if I treated it at all* To peruie fuch 

mafs of falfehood and fbphiftry; and to write 
remarks upon it, without fometimes givin 
way to laughter, and fometimes to indigna¬ 
tion, was, to me at leaft, impollible. For 
the firft, let Tertullian* plead my exculc. 
Si et ridebitur aJicubi, mater iis ipfis fatisjiet• 
Mult a funt fic digna revinci , ne gravitate ado- 

rentur. Vanitati proprie fejlivitas ced’tt. Con- 
gruit et veritati ridere , quia latans ; de ecmulis 

Juis ludere , quia fecura ejl . For the fecond, I 

am perfuaded that every attentive reader, who 

believes me right in the ftatement of my fadh, 
and the tenonr of my argument, will allow, 
that even hardier exprefiions would in fuch a 
cafe be juftified. Beftdes, I confels, I never 
much admired that mock politenefs, which 
exprefles a 

periphrafis of half a dozen lines 

complete fenfe might be conveyed in as many 
words. 

Je ne puis run stammer, Ji ce tiejl par fan nom ; 

J'app elle un chat un 
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frrong charge in a long-winded 

when the 


chat ************ * * * 


Adverbs Valentinianos, § 6 
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Mr. Gibbon, after anfwering an accufation 


brought again ft him by Mr. Davis, thus pro 

ceeds : 


I difdain to add a Angle refleduon 


4 i 


nor fhall I qualify the condudl of my adver- 
fary with any of thofe epithets, which might 
feem to be the expreflions of refentment, 
though I fhould be con ft rained to make ufe 




of them as the only terms in the Englim 
language which could accurately repreleut 

my cool and unprejudiced fentiments. 
defire to know whether Mr. Davis was at all 

obliged to Mr. Gibbon for this exertion of 

• 

hii p^od-nature ? Or who fees not that fucli 


Tt 






moderation proceeds from malice, and is only 

luledted in order to poffcfs the reader with a 
more lively refentment againft the offender ? 

Asa river taftes of the lbil through which 


it Jaft flowed, our ftyle generally takes a tine 
ture from the laft book we read 


Fhis muft 


be my cxcufe 
garded the Jaws of civility, that by reading 

Mr. Travis, I have been infcnfibly infedted 

with his fpirit. But whatever apology J owe 
to others on this fcore, I owe none to him. 
lie thinks himfelf authorized to treat the 

nioft eminent men for learning and virtue 

with 


if I have too much difre 
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ith the utmoft contempt and infolence. He 
is the Iaft man that fliould be permitted to 

be angry with others for railing. Idne alteri 

crimini dabis 7 quod eodetn tempore^ tn eadem pro - 
vine fa in ipfe feeijh ? auJcbijhe tta accufare al- 
terum , ut quo minus tutc eondemnere , recufare 

non prjfu ? 

The truth of the third objection I deny, 
maintain that my book is virtually a defence 
of orthodoxy. He, I apprehend, does the 

beft fervice to truth, who hinders it from 

being fupported by falfehood. To ufe a weak 
argument in behalf of a good caufe, can 
only tend to infufe a fufpiclon of the caufe 
iticlf into the minds of all who fee the weak- 
nefs of the argument. Such a procedure is 
fcarcely a remove fhort of pious fraud. Pro 
pic tate nojlra tarn mult a funt vera , ut fa!fa tan - 
quam ignavi milites atque inutiles oneri Jint mag is 
quam auxUio . What good can we expect to 
work upon heretics or mil dels by producing 
the heavenly witnefles ? Will they fubmit to 
difpute with us, if we revive fuch ftale and 
exploded rcal'ons ? Will they not believe, or 

affect to believe, that this text is the only, 

leaft the chief pillar, of our faith, and 

that 
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that, like Sir Martin Mar-all, we continue 
to fumble upon the lute, long after the mufic 
is over ? 

What candour or fairnefs in difpute, ex¬ 
claims a Papift, can be expected from the 
Proteftant heretics, who ftill maintain the 
obfolete fcandal of Pope Joan, which has 

been lb frequently and fully confuted ? What 
juftice, might a Mahometan exclaim, can we 

hope from the Chriftian dogs, who frill pro¬ 
pagate the ridiculous tale of the Prophet’s 

pigeon ? 

If any expreffions occur, where I feem to 
lpeak flightingly of orthodoxy, let the reader 
confider, that in difputing againft a paffage 
generally fuppofed to favour the caufe of or¬ 
thodoxy, my fubjeft fometimes compelled 
me to afi’ume the perfon of an heretic. But 

when, for the fake of brevity, I ufe the word 

orthodoxy in a bad fenfe, I mean, not that re- 
fpe&able orthodoxy, which defends the doc¬ 
trine of the Trinity with fair argument and 

genuine fc rip Cure; but that fpurious ortho¬ 
doxy, which is the overflowing of zeal with¬ 
out knowledge—which is not contented with 

our profefling the common faith, but would 

force 
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force us to defend it by all and Angular the 

or ftrong, and all 


arguments, whether weak 
the texts, whether fpurious or genuine, that 

have ever been employed in its defence;— 

which, whenever a rotten and ruinous out¬ 
work of religion is demoliihed, utters as hi¬ 
deous a fliriek, as if the very foundations of 
the building were fhaken, and the church of 

Chrift nodded to her fall. 


Yet why defend Mr. Gibbon, an enemy ? 
I do not defend Mr. Gibbon, except by acci¬ 
dent. I defend Era funis. Sir I. Newton, 
La Croze, Mr. Griefbach, and other Chriji - 

tans* But where would have been the harm, 
if I had avowed mvfelf the defender of Mr. 

1/ 

Becaufe he is an enemy ? For 
that very reafon I would defend him. And 
1 wifh that every writer who attacks the in¬ 
fidels, would weigh the accufations, and 
keep a drift watch over himfelf, left his zeal 
fhould hurry him too far. For when an ad- 
verfary can efTeftually overthrow one ferious 
charge out of ten brought a gain ft him, the 
other nine, though they may be both true and 

important, will pafs unheeded by the greater 

part of readers, 


Gibbon ? 


An 


Ill 
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An impartial judge, I think, mult allow, 
that Mr. Gibbon’s Hiftory is one of the 

ableft performances of its kind that has ever 
appeared. His induftry is indefatigable; his 
accuracy fcrupulous ; his reading, which in¬ 
deed is fometimes oftentatioufly difplayed, 

immenfe ; his attention always awake; his 

memory retentive ; his ftyle emphatic and 

expreflive ; his periods harmonious. His re¬ 
flections are often juft and profound; he 
pleads eloquently for the rights of mankind, 

and the duty of toleration ; nor does his hu¬ 
manity ever flumber, unlefs when women* 

are raviftied, or the Chriftians-t perfecuted. 

Mr. Gibbon flievvs, it is true, fo ftrong a 

diflike to Cbriftianity, as vifibly disqualifies 
him for that fociety, of which he has created 

Ammianus Marcel! in us prefident. I confefs 

that I lee nothin? wronsr in Mr. Gibbon’s 

i J o 

attack on Chriftianity. It proceeded, I doubt 

not, from the pureft and moft virtuous mo¬ 
tive. We can only blame him for carrying 

on the attack in an infidious manner, and 


* Chapter LVII. note 54. 
t See the whole fifteenth Chapter 


with 
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He often makes, 

an occafion to 
which he hates fo cor- 


with improper weapons 
when he cannot readily find 

infult our religion 
dially, that he might feem to revenge fome 
perfonal injury. Such is his eagernefs in the 

caufe, that he ft oops to the mod defpi cable 


pun, or to the moft auk ward perverfton of 
language, for the pleafure of turning* the 
Scripture into ribaldry, or of calling Jefus -f 
an impoftor. 

Though his ftyle is in general correct and 

elegant, he fome times draws out the thread of 
his verbofiiyfiner than the Jlable of his argument . 

In endeavouring to avoid vulgar terms, he 

too frequently dignifies trifles, and clothes 

common thoughts in a ip lend id drefs, that 
would be rich enough for the nob left ideas. 
In ihort, we are too often reminded of that 


■r 
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great man, Mr. Prig, the autlioneer , § who/} 

manner was fo inimitably fine , that he had as 
much to fay upon a ribbon as a Raphael 

Sometimes in his anxiety to vary his 
plirafe, he becomes obfeure ; and, inftead of 


Chapter LIX, note 32 
Love’s Labour Loft. 


f Chapter XI. note 63. 

§ Foote’s Minor. 


calling 
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calling his perfonages by their names, defines 

them by their birth, alliance, office, or other 

circumftances of their hiftory. Thus an ho-* 

neft gentleman is often defcribed by a cir¬ 
cumlocution, left the fame word fhould be 
twice repeated in the lame page. Sometimes 
epithets are added, which the tenour of the 

fentence renders unneceflary. Sometimes in 
his attempts at elegance, he lofes fight of 

Englifh*, and fbmetimes of fenfe. 

A lcfs pardonable fault is that rage for in¬ 
decency which pervades the whole work, 
but efpecially the laft volumes. And, to the 

honour of his confiftency, this is the fame 

man who is fo prudifh that he dares not call 
Bclilariiis a cuckold, becaufe it is too bad a 

word for a decent hiftorian to ufe 
iuftory were anonymous, I fhould guefs that 


If the 


* Chapter XLVII. near note 19. * c Yet a latent and 
almoft invif.ble fpark ftill lurked among the embers of 
controverly.” It it lurked, it was probably latent. Chap¬ 
ter L. near note 153. “ The author of a mighty revolu¬ 
tion appears to have been endowed with a pious and con¬ 
templative difpolition.’* I might with equal want of pre- 
cifion fay of Mr. Gibbon, “ The author of a bulky hiftory 
appears to be per fed I y free from fuperftition/* 
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thefe difgraceful obfcenities were written by 

fome debauchee, who having from age, or 
accident, or excefs, furvived the practice of 

lull, ftill indulged himfelf in the luxury of 

{peculation ; and cxpofed the Impotent imbectllUy f 

P 

after he had lojl the vigour of the pajjfonx . 

But theie few faults make no confiderable 
abatement in my general efleem. Not with- 

{landing all its particular defeats, I greatly 

admire the whole : as I fhould admire a beau¬ 




tiful face in the author, though it were tar- 
nifhed with a few freckles; or as I fhould 

admire an elegant perfon and addrefs, though 
they were blemifhed with a little afFe&ation. 

Yet, to fay the truth, I have one cenfure 

in referve. A candid acknowledgment of 

error does not feem to be Mr. Gibbon’s fhining 

virtue. He promifed -f (if I under ft and him 

rightly) that in a future edition he would 

expunge the words, of Armenia, or make an 
equivalent alteration 


\ new edition has 
appeared ; but 1 have looked in vain to find 




Junius, 
t Vindication 


p. 75. Chapter XV. near note J78. 


a cor 


PREFACE 


iXXti 


a correction of that paffage. I am almoft 

perfuaded, that the mifreprcfentntion of Gen- 

nadius was not wilful; but that Mr. Gibbon 


tranfcrthing the Greek from the margin of 

Petavius, wrote by miftake alSou< 

ooupTat 


for ai 


uaci 


This error has now been fo long 

publilhed, that it is fcarcely poflible to fup- 

pofe him ignorant of the charge. He has 

had an opportunity of con felling and cor¬ 
recting the miltake. Yet {till it keeps its 


place in the oCtavo edition. 

For my own part, having profeffed in the 

following letters to retraCl any miftake upon 
conviction, I here prefent the reader with a 
lilt of additions and corrections, which I have 


intermixed with the typographical faults 


If 


ERRATA, ADDENDA, CORRIGENDA 


the 5 excels 


P. 7. 1 .*l+for p. rt*J pt>. X, B- 

p. 127, 375, means the corrt- 

fpoLiiling p*gci of 1 he two edi¬ 
tions; pp, g. 79. mein pages of 
tlic fecund edition ; and ail Jingle 
reference* mean the feeond edi¬ 
tion, when nonce is not given to 

to the contrary, 

9, 1 q. J\r would read could. 

it, iq. editions. 

t hirty -enr 


35 / l 5- 
Jt>t 1 Til e reader 

, fame with 


37 < 1 

42, 8. Aquinas. 


44, 1. quotes 

13. Hut 
. t/Tc 
lb. q. fi; 
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o 


; iU it* 

52,9. Martin, Verne, p, 17s 
ili. 11 . lie to. iV 
ib. 1 a 16. h tin 


ib. 






22 i lR* 

ulh f±r ,5 read 11„ 

8 . arc 

ib* an. i* fV 




Kt 


7 - 








35 * 7 * 


E 


* i * 


A 


R 


10 


XXX 111 


(12q, 6. this rate i From tfail 
place to 1. 17. except the paren- 
thelit, the Emperor Juflin II- has 
ftolcn word for word in his epti¬ 
tle to all the Chri(liana m the 

world; and towards the end of 
the cpiflle employs almoft the 
very words of the parenthefis- 

Evagrivs Hift. Ecclcf* V* 4* P* 

4 Z2. 


55 . 7- P* 33) 

fl B, 23, 24. clearer. Ia 

ib. S3. Matthew 

6a, 14. addition 

* * > 

15* 1 y 

ib. 17. (If 
64. penults MS,} 

52, 16. Li Long only Jay j that be 

found eleven MS$ m which be¬ 
longed to King Henry* For 
v en therefore read eight 
blot out the next feutence* 

74* 8* refers, Emlyn, 

3, MSS. t 

ih, as it may, 
ib, 8. fent them 

781 7. ttpaSlv f JlTt}C&TU § 

8* 20. _/ir pp, rwrf p f 

84, 15, manufeript 

pen. a. ie. 

91» 5. Gal. IV. 14. 

ib. 15, 80. XXI, 
ib. 23. IV. 31, 

94> 9. where even 
97, 18. it is 

j)8j 4. ' in cab* 
ib. 6*7. Brugenfis's cdiiions* 

93, so. at laft, 

mo, 8- p* 27* 43* 

M 3 * * a - “ " 

140, 17, 18, 19, adds in Cbrijfo 

ffu in 1 lie eighth verfe ; which 

added in the feventh by the 

ALuhor de Trinitatc, published, 

together with the writer again ft 

Varimadus* by Chifflct. 

147, 6, farther, 

167, j 7,18. Mark IV* 9, &c. 0 great 
number of MSS. adds it in Malik* 
XIII, 23. XXV, 30. Luke 

i8*p6. Add as et note* Bengcliui, 

who fays on Apoc XIII, 5, that 
(Kean prints his additions in a 
different character, miflook the 
edition of 1698 for Ufcan'a, 

- t 16. My memory has here grofsfy 

deceived me* For meant to print 
read printed, and blot out the note* 
i*>Gi M 

a 1 8. 12 

informal!a, Symbol. Crit. p.225. 
that the French King’s tyfS, Nov 

60, reads, non «I tjjTc to jSy elciv, 

the prccife word* quoted in the 

dialogue. 


ib. 


E l. E- 

and 


aag. in the epiftte for 
ib* 11- Inftead of fpuriouf I oughj; 

rather to have laid interpolated. 
The words licet earnaliter et viji- 

blUtir corporis etJangvinis Chrijll 

fat ramentum dent thus premant arc 

rejefted by all the MSS. (about 

twenty) that have been collated 
by the Louvain and the Paris edi¬ 
tors. Augujline, Traft, in Joami* 
XXVI* near the end. 

336. Note+. Comhefist Grxc.Patr* 

Auflar, Noviff. PanII. p.2ij. 
aytt, 7* On the word Father ¥ add 
this note; * How cafily this might 

happen, will appear from the fol¬ 
lowing pafTage of Epiphanius, 

Hir, LXVL 6g * p. 6gi.. .Ot&Eif 

yh(ivt ETl^of -aKXa eif irdlhg 

1 xai fif ICupio; l^cr^Cc 
q'j tA ffdridr, Jcai ev ^ve u/u* 


* 


ib. 


s£ ou 'Trdviat 


IV 7071 


I T 


td Styiov . iv on t£ Trivia, ail ouira h 

£i * * 4 a j 

jfidf, pa* n tJlorn;. 

375* note f), Hare/, XXX. 30. p- 
156. 

1192, tg. Read, for the fake of clear- 
nefs % happened to authors* 

fl 93» 7' * 

301, 26. Add thh note on lt montrfq\ 

I follow MarklantTi 




* feros \ 

emendation, which MrJIcync has 
mifreprefenied. He imputes to 

Markland an abfurd reading, men* 

tefq\ ferns, Jtlvafq< 
denins the emendation for iis 

aukward arrangement of the 

mourners, in putting the wild 

beafta between the mountains and 
woods, I mention this ovet fight, 
merely to ftrengthen an opinion, 

which I have long entertained, 
and fhaflalways rcfolutelydefcnd, 

That am men a re haul ft 


ue t and con 


ft 




» fcripiure } 

. adds Artd Mr.Griefbach 


TO ERROR. 

313- 5- 


would have been* 


316 
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34 i 345 - f or 1 ' ca ~ J ' r r " J ; 

•) i/Wr Rom. VI 11 . t 6 

Covn h i;irc alfo rh^ ni iiciccni h cha o- 
ter o: t firft bo- k. the 
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a/ 1 the paragraph add this note 7 

IttSirmand's wnrKs, VoLl* p.377 

is ja anonvrno--s trrank 


wi'ivl'f s 

3 f 4 1 7 

3 Bi , j 5- or **y CllQ«. . 


. fifrS, 


400. 

entitled, Bitv'iarium Fider adver 




If I difeover any frefn mi (fakes 
happy to have an early opportunity of cor¬ 
recting them. I ihould be extremely obliged 

to the candour or curiolity of the public, if 

they would give me this opportunity by call¬ 
ing for a fecond edition. On that joyful oc 

cafion, I engage to amend all the errors de 
tested in this book, either bv myfelf or others 

Nor will I blot out the traces of thefe errors 

as if I was afhamed of the common lot of 
authorfliip, but let them remain, and fubjoin 

to each a correcting note. This will, I think 

be the fureft pledge of the innocence of my 

intentions, if any of my miftakes Ihould 

chance to wear a fulpicious appearance. With 
refpeCt to a public confeffion of error, I fhould 
think it a duty, and not a merit, if I did 
not fee how reluctantly and ungracefully 
mo ft men lubmit to it. My example there 
fore may perhaps conduce to the inft ruCtion 
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of younger or more bafhful authors, whom 
the dread of a recantation, natural in the 
outfet of a literary career, might tempt to 

dangerous and dilhoneft concealments 

lhould rejoice to be able to add, that my 

example may conduce to the inftruftion of 
pofterity, if I were not too well acquainted 
with the weaknefs both of my own and my 
adverfaries abilities, to liourifh fo groundlefs 
an hope. Mr. Travis and I may add refs our 

letters to pofterity; but they will never be de¬ 
livered according to the direction. 
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E T T E R IV 


Of the MSS. ufed by R. Stephens and Beza 


ioo 


54 


E T T E R V 


Of the MSS. fuppofed to be feen by the Louvain 

divines, of the Lublin and Berlin copies. 

An enumeration of all the Greek MSS. that 

l 3 S 


omit the verfe. 


101 


E T T E R VI 


Of the Vulgate Latin verf on 


136 


I ro 


Let ter VII 


Of the Syriac and Coptic verfons 


* 57— 1 77 


Lett e r VIII 


Of the Arabic , ALthiopic, Armenian , and Sla 

vonic verfons 


178—208 


E t 
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IX 
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if 


Of the Greek writers that are quoted in favour 

of the verfe 


200—238 


E T T E R X 


Of the Latin writers before Jerome that are 

quoted in favour of the verfe 


282 


2 39 


Letter XI 


Of the later Latin writers that are quoted in 

favour of the verfe 


283—362 


Letter XII. 

Of the Greek and Latin writers y who , though 

they had fufficient occafion y have not quoted 
the verfe • Recapitulation and conclujion. 

363—406 
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thole qualities which Eblanenfis fuppofes* 

For, in my judgment, the charadler which 

you give of Di\ Ben Ion’s dlficrtaiion (p. 98, 
221) will much better fujt your own book; that 

for intrepidity of afl’ertion, difmgeneoulnefs 

of quotation, and defedtivenefs ot : eonclulion, 
it has no equal, Bands aloof beyond ali pa¬ 
rallel , as far as my reading extends, either 
in ancient or modern times !” 

Since this queftion, after having been long 
decided, is now revived, I mean to trouble 
you with fome animadverlions on your ma¬ 
nagement of the controverfy. But firft let me 

pay a juft tribute of praile to yo.ur candid 
and ingenuous temper. You had got a con¬ 
ceit into your head, that Erafmus did not 

publifh Valla’s Commentary before 1526 ; 
and, in confequence of this blunder, went 

on to charge Erafmus with a wilful l'up- 

preftion of the truth. Can a man, who writes 
of others at this rate, expedt any tendernefs 
for his own errors r When you found out, 

what you ought to have known long before, 

■ 

that Erafmus did publifh Valla in 1505, you 
omitted the paflages in your book which con- 
trad: fled that fadt, but without making the 

flisrhteft 
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flighted apology for this fhameful treatment 

of Erafmus. On the contrary, you labour 

to bring frefti proof of that arch-heretic’s ro¬ 
guery. For it is a maxim with you, Sir, that 

all Arians are wholly poffeflTed by the devil, 

and that it is impoflible for them to quote fair¬ 
ly * to argue candidly , and to fpeak truly , (p. I 2 7 , 

374.) While the orthodox may fay what 
they pleafe, and their bare word is taken 
without farther enquiry; nay, even Ame- 

lotte’s teftimony was urged as an argument 

in the firft edition, but omitted in the lecond, 
at the defire perhaps of fome cautious friend, 
who feared it would be too barefaced an in- 
fult upon any tolerably well-informed reader# 
In the 17th page of your iecond edition you 
tell us, that you have omitted Amelotte’s 

teftimony, but being loth to give him up 

entirely, you add, “ the dedunions from the 
whole of this accufation and defence, feern 
to be greatly in favour of Amelottef You 

Sir, blame Erafmus, p. 147. for giving up the 

contejl tn a inoft unchearful and dijingenuous man - 

If Erafmus were now* alive, he might 
retort the acculation with tenfold force againft 
his accufer, But to return. In the fifth page 

B 2 






ot 
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df the preface to your fecond edition, yotf 

confefs your mi flake about the time when 
Erafmus publilhed Valla’s collation ; but, at 
the fame time, you would fain make us be¬ 
lieve that you knew of its being publifhed in 
1505, though not of its being publifhed by 
Erafmus. You talk of the only edition—in 

1505, which is, perhaps , to be found in England 
(if not in Europe.) What do you mean by 
the only edition in 1505 ? There never was but 

one edition in 1505. But if you mean copy , 
you might have 1 pa red your parenthefis, and 


corrected your miftakes by looking into 
Wetftein’s Prolegomena 


: who informs 


P* 55 

us, that he ufed a copy of that very edition. 

I intend, Sir, in due time, to produce other 

proofs that you have never read through 
Wctfleia’s Prolegomena (whether from idle- 

nefs, or fear of being infe&ed with thepoifon 

of Arianifm, I leave to the con fide ration of 


others) ; at prefent I fliall content myfelf 
with one inftance, that will ferve to fhew the 

extent and accuracy of your reading. Your 


predecefior Martin in his defence of the fpu 

rious verfe 


John, v. 7, had mi (taken the 
date of Mark’s Gofpel for the date of the MS. 

itfelf, 


[ 5 ] 


itfelf, thus turning years in centuries 

and St. Mark into the tranfcriber, as Wetftein 

exprefles it, Prol. p. 52. 
ridiculous blunder (errorem valde ridiculuttiy 

Wet stein) which Soft pater expofed in his 

remarks*. Now let the reader lee with what 
grace a candid man retra&s his error 

P ‘ IJ . 8 

of this MS. which were copied from it in the 

former edition of thefe letters, are here omit¬ 
ted ; bccaufe they may + be applied to the 
time when St. Mark’s Gofpel itfelf was ori¬ 
ginally written ” Diffident creature ! youfeem 

indeed Hill to retain your former opinion, 

but will not pofuively afl'ert that the words 

admit no other conftruftion, I lincerely con-* 
gratulate you 

and confequently of modeffy, I hope that 

in the next edition of your book you will bo 

farther enlightened, fo as to perceive that 

the words in queftion can poflibly 


You copied this 


Ed 


The words refpetting the date 


£ £ 


on this acceffion of knowledge. 


mean no 


* Commentaries and Eflavt. Vol. I. 

J J 

I 

t Ay, upon proof pojitive y it muji ; but upon proof 
prefumptivty it only may j that’s a logical diflindtion, Ma^ 
dam. Witwoud, in Congreve’s Way of the World . 


p. 525. 


B 


thing 
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thing but the time when the gofpel was firft 

written by the evangelift. I hope too, that 

you will then have acquired a little more 
charity than you poflefs at prefent; and that, 

from the recollection of your own blunders, 
you will find fome fofter names for the trif¬ 
ling flips of your adverfaries, than want oj 

knowledge , or want of integrity (p. 39, 79.) 

attack with 


But why, you will lay 

fuch violence errors which the author himfelf 




C fr 


has correCled in a fubfequent edition ? why 
reproach a man with his fins after he has re¬ 
pented of them ?” Certainly, Sir, this would 

be unfair treatment, if you had really and 

fincereJy repented of them. But repentance, 

1 think, is never reckoned fufficient without 
reparation. And what reparation have you^ 

made ? You publifh letters to Mr. Gibbon, 

in which Erafrnus, Dr. Benfon, la Croze, 

Simon, Bcwyer, and 

are frequently taxed, in the plaineft terms, 
with ignorance or difhonefty. In a question 

that branches itfelf out into fo many minute 

particulars, it is difficult for the moft cautious 
or fagacious critic to fleer clear of all miftakes. 

e might hope, however, in cafe of error, for 

a milder 


vlr. Gibbon himfelf, 


M 
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a milder alternative (or, if jrou pleafe, /wa 

milder alternatives , p. 9, 79, 80, 143, 325, 
326) than what you, Sir, have thought fit 

grant tbofe unhappy 
cur to you, while you were reviling your own 

work, and correcting fome of the moft no¬ 
torious errors, that it was poffible for the of¬ 
fences, which you punifh in others with fuch 

feverity, to be the mere offspring of inadver¬ 
tence and human infirmity ? For hafte you 

would hardly admit as a good excufe ; at leaft 
you fcem to have difclaimed this plea fot 
yourfelf, p. 127, 375, though your friend 

Eblanenfis is not afhamed to make this 
wretched apology for you. Would you be 
content to have thefe miftakes urged a gain ft 
you as arguments of your own want of know¬ 
ledge , or want of integrity? And why fhould 
you think lefs favourably of others, unlefs 
plain proof appears to the contrary ? As to 

your correcting your errors upon due notice 

■ 

and conviction, l would applaud you to the very 
echo , that jhould applaud again , but not \v i t fl¬ 
out infilling on two conditions: 1. That you 
fhould fairly, without fhu filing or prevaricat¬ 
ing, recant ; 2, That you fhould, in errors 




Did it never oc j 


men. 


of 
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feparate fet of add* 


Of any moment, give a 

tions and corrections for the ufe of the pur 


chafers of the former edition. For whoever 

reads the former without the latter, which is 

likely enough to happen, will be as liable to 

believe and fpread its errors, as if the latter 

•had never been publilhed. Till thefe condi¬ 
tions are fulfilled, I fhall look upon myfelf a* 
fully authorized to cenfure the faults of the 
firft edition, whether they be corrected in the 
fecond or not. That one of thefe conditions 


has not been fulfilled, is plain to every body*. 
That the other has not, 1 think will be plain, 
partly from what I have already faid, and 

partly from what I am going to fay. 

You confidently affirm, in the preface 

to your fecond edition, that the errors there 
mentioned do not at all affect the great quef- 

tion . The oppofers of the doubtful text 


had concluded that Bede knew nothing of it, 
becaufe in his commentary upon the fifth 
chapter of the firft Epiftle of John, he is very 
diffufe upon the lixth and eighth verfes, but 
makes no mention of the feventh. 


No 1 






ex 


boldly without undemanding a 

they might as \yell 

argue, 


claim you 

iyllable of the matte 


i; 
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that Bede knew nothing of John VIII 

, Afts II. 12-22. Rom. I. 20-2 2 

i 


argue 


53 ’ 54 

becaufe he makes no mention of inch pal- 


This remark and 




fages in his Commentary 
thefe citations are fupprefled in the fecond 


edition : in the preface to which you lay, if 
I take your meaning rightly, that this error 
arofe from trufting implicitly to the infor¬ 
mation of others. Now I would fain know 


two things : i. Upon whofe information you 
made the aflertion; 2. If you took it from 
Martin, as I fulpeft (DifT. Part. 2. c. 5. p. 

196.) how it came to pafs that you changed 

1 Pet. to Rom. Martin quotes, for examples 

of Bede’s omiflions, 1 Pet . I. 20—22. John 

VIII. 53, 54. J$£ls 11. verfes 12 ei les fuivants 
* 

Jufqau 23.) Suppofing this remark to be true, 

h 

it might, perhaps, feem plaufible enough to 

fay, that nothing would be p re fumed again ft 
any particular verfe from Bede’s file nee, be¬ 
caufe he has omitted mauy other paflages, 
which yet all critics believe to be genuine. 
But if the preinifes be withdrawn, what be¬ 


comes of the conclufion ? Did you mean to 
prove any thing when you made this obfer- 

'Vation ? If you meant it for 


proof, furely 




your 
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your main argument mult be weakened in 
proportion to the weight that fiich a proof 
would have ha cl, if the fa£ts, on which it is 

grounded, were admitted. Still I agree, that 
the expitljion of tbefe errors has not enfeebled or 

impaired your argument . And, while I am in 

the generous humour of making concelfions, 
-I will farther allow, that the caufe which 


you have efpoufed would have been in full as 
good a lituation, if you had never written in 

its defence. When fir ft I read your preface, 

I thought that, not having Bede’s Works in 
your pofleffion, you had enquired of lome 
perfon at Oxford, (perhaps the fame who 
gave you lo ex aft an account of the only edi¬ 
tion of Valla) and that this perfon had led you 
into the miftake. But being now convinced 
that you took your citations from Martin, 


would gladly learn, why you expreffed 

the other 




yourfelf in fuch vague terms as 
iniftake arofe in the fame manner. 




Why 
the other miftake 




did you not rather fay, 

I copied from Martin 

th e rcafon of this management 






I think I can guefs 




Such a con- 

fefiion would have fhewn you to be a fervile 
copier, a blind follower of the blind, and 


would 






II 


\vouldf hive drawn upon you the fame 

fure that you hatfe pafled upon Dr. Benfon, 

If you demand, and certainly 


cen 


p. 56, H9 

you have a fight to demand, why I infinuafe 

fufpicion, I fhall at prefent 


fo injurious a 
refer you to pages 13 and 76 of your former 

edition. (Sec hereafter. Letter V.) If voq 

not fatisfied with this anfwer, I promife 


are 


to give you fome additional reafons for my 
opinion, before I end my remarks upon you. 

Another diftiuguifhing quality of your ex¬ 
traordinary compofition is what the bafe vulgar 
would call canting. For inftance: 

dore Beza, whofe erudition and piety 


Theo 








* His piety was fo fervent, that an inftance or two of 
it may not be amifs. He wrote a book to prove, that he¬ 
retics may juftly be punilhed with death. It is well known 

that Servetus was grievoufly afflidled with that peftilential 

diforder, hcrefy. Calvin preferibed roafling by a (low fire, 
as an effe&ual cure, which was accordingly tried, but the 
patient unluckily happened to die in the operation. Beza, 
fpeaking of this accident, in a note on 2 Pet. I. 4. face- 
tioufly adds, “ and yet there are fome who think the good 
man forfootlt was very ill ufed.” Emtyn indeed, Vol. II. 
P- 253, is pleafed to complain of this as a cruel feoff, but 

he had 


no tafte for raillery. I muft own, to the difgrace 
of piety and orthodoxy, that Beza omitted this fentence in 
his latter editions. 


did 


<c 


] 


[ 
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did honour to the age, &c. p. 6 

celebrated Durand us 

lebrated commentator 


The 






This 








p. 20 

(Walafrid Strabo)* 

there 


ce 








The good Eucherius 
was not a biftiop more revered for learn 

The pious Jerome 

This holy martyr” (Cyprian) p. 37 


££ 


<£ 
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ing and piety. 






P 
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Jerome fpeaks in thefe glowing terms 

Qui fic non credit 

108 






(glowing indeed !) 

alienus a 


£ £ 




Chrifto eu 




But 




P 






enough of this drudgery. Neither lhall I 

take any notice of your confuled manner of 
flaring the objections of the adverfaries. One 

thin<r oujrlu to be recorded to the honour of 


O 




that at firft you 


your diligence and learn in 
either knew not or entirely negle&ed, New 


<T 




ton, De Mmy and Griefbach, and very rare 

ly confulted Emlyn, Bengelius, and Wetftein 

In your fecond edition, p. 17, you tell us 

h 

that you are indebted for the knowledge of 
De Mifiy to Maty’s Review. 1 fhall not expedfc 

the reader to believe, but upon the teftimony 

■ 

his own eyes, that in Mr* Gibbon’s note 

upon the very paflage of his hiftory, which 

gave occafion to Mr. Travis to ex pole him- 
lelt in print, there is an accurate reference 

4 




c 


Oi 




to 








0 


to De Mifly; nor fhall I expeft him to be^ 

lieve, but upon the fame teftimony, that 

Sir, have favoured us with that felf- 


you, 

lame note in p. 367. But you feem to have 
too high a fpirit to receive inftrudtion from 

I fhall leave you, for this time. 


an enemy 

with the following dilemma. If yoU have 

read through De Mifly’s Letters in the Journal 
Britannique, either your fenfe or your ho- 
nefty is in imminent danger : your fenle, 
that you have not feen caufe to make more 


alterations in your book; your honefty, that 
having feen caufe, you have fuffered the ob¬ 
noxious paflages, to remain unaltered. But if 

you have not yet read through De Mifly’s Let¬ 
ters, I call upon you to juflify your indolence 
to the public; an indolence, which in any 

writer, who afpires to the character of a 
patient and impartial invefligator (p. 375J 
amounts to a criminal inattention. Sed hac 


Juerit nobis , tanquam levis armature, •prima 

orationis excurjio 

rtamurque , Ji pofjimus cornua co turnovere difpuia 
tionis tu<x. 


nunc comniums agamus , expe 


Postscript 
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Post script 


ETPHKA ! What I defpaired of dndin 
chance at lad threw in my way. Many 

fleeplefs nights did I pafs in endeavour-* 
ing to difcover why Mr. Travis, in copy¬ 
ing Martin, fhould change i Pet . into Rom • 

But looking into the EngliHi tranflation of 
Martin’s book, I faw the rcaion of the 
miftake. The tranflator 
of faying St. Peter’s firfi Epijlle , fays, St 
Paul’s firji Jipiflle . 

ed, that Sr. Paul’s fil'd Epidlc was in our 
Teftaments the Epidle to the Romans; fet 

it down without farther enquiry, and fulfilled 
the old adage by robbing Peter to give to 
Paul. Are Bede’s Works lo very fcarce or 




at 


108, inflead 


P- 


Mr. Travis folidly reafbn 


ex pend ve, that they were inaceediblc to Mr 


Travis ? Had he no corrcfpondent at Cam¬ 
bridge or Oxford to examine them for him ? 

Or could not 


the (where merit is pre¬ 
eminently conipicuous, epithets are needlefs) 

prelate, to whom Mr. Travis’s work is 

humbly inferibed 

copy ? Gentle reader, admire this patient 

and impartial invejiigator , who takes a quo¬ 
tation 








lend him 
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tation at fecond-hand, and that he may 
enjoy every poffible opportunity of blunder¬ 
ing, confults even the copy of a copy. 

Thus in his firft edition, p. 76. he quotes 
avreXctpiv for a mere typographical 

error in the Englifli tranflation of Martin. 
To the fame caufe are owing the quotation 

add reference, both inaccurate, p, 74, 164. 

N; B, See Vi ad ex’s remark upon the 

1 

forrper part of this letter, in the preface, or 

in the Q en tie man’s Magazine for January, 

780, p, 12. 


I 


\ " 


LETTER 
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SIR 


HEREBY give notice, once for all* 

to you and my readers, that I pretend not 

to produce any new arguments upon fo 

beaten a topic as I have c ho fen 
enough for me, if I can collect what is fcatter- 

ed through many works ; difpofe in a better 

order, or fet in a clearer light, what others 
have written; lo that thofe who want 

leifure or courage to wade through the 

whole controverfy may form fome general 

notion of the difpute, without the labour 

of collecting and comparing a multitude of 

polemical authors, or the danger of being 
milled by the hardy aflertions of a partial 
and fophiftical declaimer. Perhaps, after this 
confeflion, I (hall be thought to Hand in 
need of fome excufe. I (hall therefore (belter 
myfelf under the example of Mr* Travis, 

who has himfelf condefcended to pick up the 

blunted 


It will be 
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blunted weapons that poor Mai tin wielded 

dthout fuccefs, and to brandifh them a gain ft 

the Philiftines. As the orthodox 1 arc never 

weary of repeating the fame baffled and 
ploded rc a fons, we heretics mu ft never be 

weary of anfwering them. 

learn from you, Sir, 

eonfeious impotence. 

might fometimes proceed from contempt*. 
But left you fhould be wife in your own con¬ 
ceit, you (hall be anfwered. I call myfelf 
an heretic, becaufe I know that the-difbelief 
of the authenticity of this text is the Shib¬ 
boleth of the party; and that it would be 
equally ablurd and fruitlefs, after the rafh 

and unguarded opinion that I have advanced. 


V7 


ex 


For filence, ns I 
69, is 4 a proof of 

1 once thought that it 
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* Vindex alfo, ? with whom I have not the pleafure of 
being acquainted, in the Gent, Mag. 1789, p. 12, attributes 
Mr. Gibbon's inattention, with great juflice, in my opinion, 
to contempt. In anfwer to Vindex’s note, I would 4 ad- 
vife him in a whifper, to temper his zeal with a little know¬ 
ledge and difcrction. I mull tell him at the fame time, 
that the /injures, which he obligingly calls feeble , did 
ptofefs to enter into the merits of the caufe, but only 

convitt Mr. Travis of ignorance and 

which, if I am not m i finfor med, they have had fomc 
fuccefs. 


not 


to 


prevarication : in 


c 


IQ 
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to make any protections of innocence. 

It were to be wifhed,” fays Martin, 
that this ftrange opinion had never 
quitted the Arians or Socinians; but we 

have the grief to fee it pafs from them to 

fome Chriftians, who though content to 

retain the do&rine of the trinity, abandon 

this fine paflage, where that holy do&rine 

is fo clearly taught. bey bave y however , 

the misfortune to find thanfelves confounded 
with the fee ret enemies of the doctrine In 

vain may Simon, La Croze, Michael is, and 

Griefbach, declare their belief of the doflrine ; 
they mu ft defend it in the catholic manner, 

and with the catholic texts: nor is all this 

enough ; but in defending the geniunenefs of 

a particular text, they muft ufe every one of 

the fame arguments that have already been 

nfed, without rejecting any upon the idle 

pretence that they are falfe or trifling. 

pity Bengelius. He had 5 the weaknefs 
(which fools call candour) to rejett fome of 
the arguments that had been employed in 
defence cf this celebrated verfe, and brought 
upon himfelf a fevere but juft rebuke from 


Li 


Li 








Li 


Li 


Li 


Li 




I 


an 
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ppofcr of De Mifly * (Journ. Brit. X. p, 

is ranked with thofe. “ who 


an o 

133) ; where he 

nder pretext of defending the three hea- 

ly witnefles with moderation, defend 
them fo gently, that a fufpicious reader 

might doubt whether they defended them 

in earneft ; though God forbid that we Jbould 

wijh to infinuate any Jufpicion of Mr . Benge - 
lius's orthodoxy You fee. Sir, what a mif- 
take I have made in taking my fide of the 
qucflion. But there is no help ; it is too Lite 
to recant. Fortem hoc animum tolerare jubebo y 
et quondam major a tuh\ I wifh your friend 
Eblanctifis had favoured us with the names 


Cl 


U 


tc 


veti 




LC 








ot thofc eminent men who are convinced by 

the ex ten live learning and dole rea foiling for 

which your work is (o remarkable. They 
muft have been candid perfons, and extremely 


* De Mifly’s fate too has been fomewhat hard. He 

was bold enough to attack Amelotte’s veracity and Mar* 
tin’s underftanding. This provoked a neft of hornets. 

Four anonymous writers fel! upon him; three with per¬ 
sonal abufe; the fourth (who is here quoted) with ma¬ 
lignity under the mafic of moderation. 


open 
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I will mention 


open to convittion 

many as I can recoiled at prefent, who have 
publicly declared themfelves on your fide : 




as 


Bifhops Horfley and Seabury, Bamptonian 
Le&urers, Dr. Croft, and Mr. Hawkins + ; 
and laftly. Sir, our 6 good mother pays a 
due refpedfc to the merit of her Ion. For I 

am credibly informed, that on the 30th of 

November 1788, at Great St. Mary’s Church 
Cambridge, the Rev. Mr. Coulthurfi: told 


a 


* The excellent Dr. Waterland being complimented 

by Whirton andEmlyn (feeEmlyn, Vol. If. p. 236.) for 
his impartiality in not infilling upon this text, thought pro¬ 
per in his “ Importance of theDoftrincof the Trinity,” 

p-271, to be convinced by T wells that it was genuine. [As 
I mean to acknowledge a mi flake or to fupplv a defeft, 
whenever I perceive it, I think it ncccflary to obfcrve, that 
the foregoing note contains the truth indeed, but not tfie 
whole truth. For I have fince learned that Dr, Water- 

land had declared himfelf in favour of the fpurious verfe 

in the year 1723, but in a more guarded and doubtful 
manner. ] 


+ To ihefe I ought perhaps to add the anonymous 
thor of A Summary of the moft intcrefling Evidence 
on a muft important Tryal 

book, p. g. a mafterpuce of reafening and compaction. But 

whether he be in jefl or earnefl, depends upon a previ¬ 
ous queflion. 


au 


who calls Mr. Travis 


brilliant: 
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brilliant and crowded, as well as a learned 


the authenticity of i John V 


audience, that 

has been clearly and fubftantially eftablifh- 

When Eklanenfis fhall be pleafed to 




/» 




cd. 


jncreafe this lift with the names of his coii- 

of the fvjl eminence , they will all to¬ 
gether compofe a very amiable fet, and en¬ 
tirely free from 7 bigotry* And now, Sir, * 
compliments being pafl'ed, I fhall begin upon 

bufinefs. 


verts 


Mr* Gibbon affirmed in that fentence, 
upon which Mr. Travis has written a long 
commentary, that the memorable text of the 
three heavenly witnefles is condemned by 
the filence of Greek MSS. of verfions, and of 

fathers. In a note, he explains his fenti- 
ments more openly with refpett to the Greek 

MSS* and the origin of the verfe in our pre¬ 
fen t edition. A writer in the Gentleman’s 
Magazine (Nov. 1782, p. 521) to whom you 
yourfelf referred in your fir ft edition, p. qo* 
fufficiently juftified Mr. Gibbon upon the 
fubjeft of the offenfive note. Since the ex¬ 
ternal authority of any text in feripture is 
founded on the concurrence of ancient MSS« 
of ancient vcrlions, and citations of ancient 

writers. 






t 
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writers, it will readily be granted, that where- 

ever any of thefe three pillars of evidence be 
withdrawn or weakened, the fuperftrudlure 
which they were intended to fupport, muft 
totter of courfc; and that if all three be un¬ 
ibund, it muft be in great danger of fal¬ 
ling. 




Let us then enquire into the Greek MSS. 

fuppofed to contain the difputed verfe. You, 

Sir, reckon up feveu belonging to Valla, 
one to Erafmus, fome (you are fo modeft, 

you will not fay, p. 280, how many) to the 

Complutenfian editors, fixteen to Robert 

Stephens, and fome that the Louvain di¬ 
vines had feen. You afterwards make, p. 

a very pretty calculation (for you 
are an excellent arithmetician) and find that, 
thirty-one [MSS.] out of eighty-one , or (more 

than) three out of eight , or (nearly) one half 
of that whole number, —actually did ex¬ 
hibit, or do exhibit, the verle 1 John, V. 

Inquifitive people will fay, how hap- 
pens it that none of thefe MSS. now re¬ 
main, except the Dublin copy, which Wet- 
ftein is fo cruel as to attribute to the fix- 
teenth century; for concerning the Berlin 


282 


5 
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MS 
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MS, they will, I fear, rather chufe to believe 

La Croze and Griefbach than Martin and Mr, 
Travis. But the anfwer is ealy. They 

are loft. Either they have been burned, or 
have been eaten by the worms, or been 

gnawed in pieces by the rats, or been rotted 
with the damps, or been deftroyed by thole 

peftilent fellows the Arians; which was 
very feafible ; for they had only to get into 

their power all the MSS. of the New Tef- 

tament in the world, and to mutilate or cle¬ 


ft roy thole which contained un des plus beaux 
fajfages dans I'Ecriture Sainte *, Or, if all 

thefe poflibilities ftiould fail, the devil may 
play his part in the drama to great advan¬ 
tage. For it is a fa£t of which Beza poji - 

thefy allures us, that the devil has been tam¬ 
pering with the text 

that Erafmus lent him 


i Tim. III. 16 ; and 

an helping hand, 
a man brimful of can- 


Beza indeed, bein 

dour, fubjoins, that he believes Erafmus af 
filled Satan unwittingly -f 


O' 




This perhaps 


may 


* Martin. 

t A diabolo depravatum : cui fane hac in parte (dicam 
cnim libere quod res eft) fuam ope ram imprudent quidem 


(fit 


t 2 4 j 


mny be fome excufe for Erafmus, But what 

hopes of fill vat ion are left for your Wetfteins, 
your Griefbachs, your Soil paters, who have 

the front to perfift ill their damnable errors ; 
the two hrfl: in fpite of 350 pages of Berri- 

man, the other in fpite of 400 of Mr. Travis. 

After all, I rather prefer the fuppofition that 
the Arians deflroved the faid MSS. becaufe it 

j 

fhews the orthodox in fo fuperior a light ; 
who have not, to my knowledge at leaf!, 

deftroyed a fingle MS. that omitted their 
darling text, while the Arians, in lefs than 

a century and half, fuppreiTed thirty that 
contained it. Yet let us hear what may be 

faid in their favour; not out of tendernels to 
them (they deferve no mercy) blit merely 

for our own juflification. 

The earlieft collator of Greek MSS. of the 


New Te{lament was Laurentius Valla, who 


had feven, according to you, Sir, p. 18. For 
this, p. 144, you quote his note on John VII. 

where it Ice ms, Valla 


pofitively af 




9 


(fic enlm arl'itror ) led fuam operam tamcn Erafmus com- 
motiavir. In Bcza’s fir ft edition it is. sic enim malo 
arbitrary Lenior et melior fit atcedtntc fetteflo / Sec 

'■ibovc, Letter I. j>. 5, note. 


firm's 
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can fee no pojitivenefs in Valla’s 

preflion; however, it is a word of exceed¬ 
ing good command, and is of great ufe elfe- 
where, as in pp. 178, 247, 280, 296. But 
I fee a great deal of pofitivenefs in the afler- 
tion, that this fajfage was found in all Falla 

MSS. and is commented upon by him , p. 19- 
Valla’s words are, [Et hi ires unum funt] 

Grace ejl , et hi tres in unum sunt 
siVi. Now, Sir, point out, if you can, a fingle 

Greek MS. in which the feventh verfe is. 


firms” it 


ex 


s 


« <1 


E»C TO tV 


thus read. (I except the Complutenfian in- 
vifibles.) Explain why R. Stephens’s fixteen 

MSS. Ihould, according to your own hypo¬ 
thecs, all agree in the other reading, which 
is now adopted for text by common confent. 


One very notable cir cum fiance in the copies 
is, that they 
AH Valla’s MSS 


are fuch gregarious animals. 

agree in having in unum , 
in the feventh verfe; and all 


» \ o » « 

ElC TO (V (iVttrtV 


the Complutenfian agree with them in this 
variation, and with one another, as well as 
with the Dublin copy, in omitting the final 
cl a ufe of the eighth verfe 

Stephens’s MSS. omit the words » t m oCpapuT, 

and the other nine, if we may believe Mr. 

Travis 


Seven of R 
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Travis, for Martin is not quite lo languine 

correfpond with the received reading. 

the reft of the Greek MSS. which, if I have 

counted right, amount to ninetv-feven 
ancient and modern, oriental and occidental, 
good, bad, and indifferent, do with one con¬ 
tent, wholly omit the feventh verfe, and the 
words tv t rX yin of the eighth. You have faid 
I know, p. 339, that the words l* tji 7 y *7 feein 
to have been omitted in a few copies only. 

But this is a little pious fraud, which is very 
excufable, when it tends to promote the caufe 

of truth and the glory of God. If you think 
this charge of fraud too fevere, I fhall be 

very happy to feize the flighteft probabilities 

that may acquit you of fo odious an imputa¬ 
tion, and fhall acquiefce in the milder accu- 
fation of lhameful and enormous ignorance. 

But be this aflertion of yours owing to fraud 

or to ignorance, I defy you to fpecity a ftngle 

Greek MS. that omits the feventh verfe, and 

retains thefc words, Simon indeed mentions 
No. 2247, as having the words, tv rm ynT ; but 

This muft be underftood only of Mr. Grielbach's 

See a more exadt computation at the end of Let- 


A 




lilt 


ter v 


It 
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it feems to be a miftake committed in the 
hurry of copying, and to have proceeded from 
the idea of the vulgar reading, which was 
then prefent to his mind : r. Becaule F 

Long (Emlyn Vol. II. p. 277.) teftifies, that 

having looked over all the MSS. quoted by 

Simon, he could find ivTwyrii in none of 

them : 2. Becaufe Mr. Griefbach, who has 

r 

re-examined the fame MSS. with a particu¬ 
lar view to this paflage, fets down No. 2247, 

as in perfeft harmony with the reft, with¬ 
out taking notice of any variation. It is now 
high time to awake you. Sir, from your nap, 
and to inform you, that Valla’s note is writ¬ 
ten upon the eighth and not the feventh verfe. 
This is acknowledged by Martin, who, 
though a fimple mail, and totally deftitute 
of tafte and criticifm, had yet more learning 
and honefty than his humble imitator. Martin 

only argues that Valla had the feventh verfe 

in his Greek copies, becaufe Valla is quite 
filent. This argument, as every body knows, 
that knows any thing of collations, is very 
deceitful; for in half the collations that 

were made, and more efpccially the 

we mount to the revival of letters, the editors 

and 


ever 


nearer 


[ *8 ] 


and critics confulted their MSS. only upon 

difficult places, or where they themfelves 

felt any curiofity. And to conclude that 

Valla or any critic of that age, had any par¬ 
ticular text in his MSS. becaule he does not 

exprefsly fav that they omitted it, is to pufti a 

negative argument much farther than it will 

go by its own ftrength. But I fhall fpeak 

mote fully on this head, when I come to 

treat of R. Stephens's edition. Mellieurs 

Martin and Co. feem at other times to decry 
all negative arguments; but that is only when 
the inference bears hard upon their favourite; 

when the ad million of fuch an argument 

frits their purpofe, they are as vigilant in 
ieizing it, and as adroit in managing it as 

heart could wifh. You will fay, pp. 288, 
313, (foryou have a fine bold w*ay of talking) 

that the invariable tenor * of the eighth verle 

O 

in the Latin Vulgate is, with fo few excep¬ 
tions as not to merit notice, in unum funt 

and confequently that Valla, who quotes 
limply, unum ftmt> without the prepofition, 




* Mr. Travis had the a flu ranee to aflert this without 
any limitation, Ed. j, p. 100. 


from 
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from the Latin, muft mean the feventh, and 

not the eighth verfe. I rauft delire you to 
produce a competent number of authorities 
for this invariable ienor. I have feen, I be-* 


lieve, as many MSS. of the Latin Vulgate as 

1 have compared moft of the editions 


you. 

printed in the fifteenth century, and many 
lublequent to that zera ; particularly fuch as 
have various readings ; I have examined the 

ly French, Italian, and Englilh verlions 
(which were all made from copies of the 
Vulgate) and I folemnly declare, that I have 
not been able to fiud, even in a fiugle copy, 
even as a variation, that reading which Mr. 

Travis affirms to be the invariable tenor of the 


ear 


eight) 1 verle. If'ill he prove it to us f He does 
not attempt it. He trujls to find readers as full 
of %eal as himfelf ; and then—no hr oof will be 

required 




The 


* This decent language Is applied to Dr. Benfon, p. 83, 
182. I lhall here propofe a conjecture, how Mr. Travis 

fell into this ftrange miftake. He knew nothing of the 
Latin copies: he fcorned to foil his hands with mufty 

MSS. and editions; but Mr. Bowyer had faid (falfely 

indeed) that Cyprian has quoted tres in unum funt ; and 

after- 
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The whole queftion is reduced to one point. 
Valla fays nothing of this verfe in his col¬ 
lation. Is his filence a good proof that the 

verfe was in his Greek copies ? By no means. 
That exa&neis of collation which is now juft- 
]y thought neceflary, was, unhappily, never 

attempted by the critics of the fifteenth and 
iixteent’n centuries. The method in which 

Valla performed his talk was, probably, to 

chufe the MS. that he judged to be the be ft, 
to read it diligently, and wherever he was 
flopped by a difficulty, or was defirous to 

know how the fame paflage was read in other 

Latin or in the Greek MSS. to have recourfe 


afterwards had fuppofed that Cyprian referred to the 

eighth verfe. Mr. Travis Teems to have joined thefe pro- 
pofitions together, and thence to have concluded that the 

reading of the Vulgate was in unum funt\ in which opi¬ 
nion he might perhaps be confirmed bv finding it thus 
quoted in the treatife de Baptifmo , annexed to Cyprian’s 
■works. Part of this treatife Mr. Travis has printed in 
his appendix, which part contains the only. Latin authority 
that I know for the prepofition. Mr. Bowyer has led 

S 

Mr, Travis into another miftake, and perfuaded him pp^ 

3 11 * to give Bilhop Pearfon the notes on 
Cyprian, which arc the property of Bi(hop Fell, Id* 

" I 

flit love thee , Void or Fell / 


IQ 






v 


ryj* 





[ 
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O 


ceived this omiflion of the feventh vcrfe in his 
Greek MSS. is it certain that he would have 

mentioned it ? He might know that the verfc 

had been frequently quoted by the Latin 
writers of the later ages, as a ftrong proof of 
the trinity. Might he not therefore be ap- 

prehenlive of the clamours of the orthodox, if 
he fhould dilclole lo unwelcome a truth, as 

the abfence of this text from the originals ? 

I dare not make the defence for Valla that 
Lee makes, who fays that Valla did right, if 
the text were not in his MSS. to be filent, 
becaufe to aft other wife would be to furnifi'> 
the heretics *wlth horns to butt againjl the faith. 

can however eafily imagine that in fuch a 

cale Valla might have a prudent regard to 
confequences, and preferve himfelf by a dis¬ 
creet filence from the attacks, which an 
honeft avowal of the fa ft would infallibly 
have provoked. Nor is this barely a fur mile, 
but founded on reafon and analogy. In the 

year 1698, Zncagni, an Italian, published 
among other things a collation of a Greek 

MS. containing the Catholic Epiftles, This 

MS. agrees with all the others in omitting 

that much injured text of the three heavenly 

■ 

witnefles* 
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witnefles. Zacngni mentions this circum¬ 
stance ; and at the lame time being fenfible 
that it was neceflary to fctm to produce fome 
authority in behalf of the compon interpola¬ 
tion, he boldly fays, that the levcnth verfe is 

extant in our Alexandrian- Who fees not 
that this aflertion of a palpable falfchood was 
made only to flop the mouths of the bigots, 

and not meant to impole but upon voluntary 
dupes ? * 

But what if Valla’s Latin MSS. omitted 

this verle ? Cert^njy it is much more likely 

i 

to fuppofe Latip,. MSS. that want the verfe 

than Greek that have it. For the former. 


almoft thirty in number, are real, vifible 
tangible, legible 
thole 


manuferipts, and not like 
coy, balhful Grecian beauties, that 

withdraw themfelvcs not only from the touch 

but from the light 


• & 


mortales dignantur vlfere cost us , 
Necfe contingi patiuntur lumine claro . 

I argue therefore that this text might be ab- 

fent both from Valla’s Greek and Latin MSS. 

(which feems to be Mr. Griclbach’s opinion) 


ua nec 


* Sec a full and entertaining account of this whole farce, 
in De Mifly’s fourth letter, Journ. Brit. IX 


• P- ^95—3 IO# 

and 


D 
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aud that his laying nothing about it does no? 
prove that he read it. But that his Greek 

MSS. wanted it, is clear and certain, and 

fairly admitted by Bengelius. Here folio ws^ 
a lift of propositions which you muft demon* 

ftrate (at leaft the greater part) before Valla’s 

collations will ftand you in any ftead. 

1. That Valla intended to give a perfedfc 

and exa& collation of all his MSS. 

2. That he never miftook, or omitted 

any thing through hafte, inattention, 

&c. but collated them all and lingular 
with the utmoft accuracy. 

That from his mentioning feven Greek 

MSS. upon John’s Gofpcl, it follows 

that he had the lame number throughout 

D 

the whole New Teftament; though in. 

another place he fpeaks only of feven 

Latin copic 9 ; in a third fays, Tres codi^ 
c,es Latinos habeo et tot idem Grtecosy cunt 

hsec co mpo no, et fubinde alios confuh . Be- 
fides it is well known that Greek MSS^ 
of the Epifdes, and elpecially of the 

Catholick Epiftles, are much fcarcer that* 

of the Gofpels. 

4. That he had the perpetu il ufe of thefc 

not only confult then* 

u port 


3 


MSS. and did 
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the laft quoted Word 


Upon occafion, ns 

feem to hint. 

That Valla’s Latin MSS; all agreed in 

retaining the leventh verfe, together 

with the words in terra and the final 




5 


claule of the eighth. 

6, That if he had perceived the want of 

I 

the fevertth verfe in his Greek MSSi he 
would have had courage enough to de* 
clare it. 

After a blundering note^ p. 143* which 
Would lead us to think that Erafmus knew of 
Cafliodorus*s teftimony in favour of the verfe* 
two hundred years before it was published, 
you proceed, Sir, in the excels of Chriftian 
benevolence, p. r47, to inform us, thatEraf* 

in us at laft gave up the conteft, being fearful 

of the argument deducible from Valla’s MSS, 
You qualify indeed your accufation with 

ai tt [cents. But you play that trick too often, 
1 find you generally mo ft peremptory when 
you afliime this air of moderation* 


an 


I (hall 

t h e re fore 


Not to tire the reader’s patience, 1 (hall trouble him 

impoflible to 
but upon one of 

theft 




nly with a Angle inftance, P. 8. // 


SEEM 


*count for the behaviour of Erafmus 


D ?. 
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therefore in future omit fuch expletives, and 

con t raft in 2: the fentence reftcre it to its 


by 


D 


Concerning this liberal 


genuine meaning, 
infinuation, be it noted, that Erafmus, in his 


fourth and fifth editions lays (what he had 
Jong before hinted in his anfwer to Lee) ^uid 

Laurent ius legerit , non fails liquet ; plainly 

meaning that it was not clear whether Valla 

liad this text in his MSS* or not. Martin 


affirms that this is not the true fenfe of the 

words ; that Erafmus allows the verfe to have 
flood in Valla’s MSS. but that he was in doubt 
whether they had any (lighter variations; 
(fuch for inflancc, as the omiflion of the 

WOrdS TO)? ou /ixycot 

expeft me to an Ever fuch abfurdity. I give 
it merely for a Icantling of that good man’s 
reafoning, who, as De Mifly fays of him, 

etoit fait pour deralfonner avec toute la confiancc 

d'un v lell lard cl qul fes cheveux blancs , line repu¬ 
tation populalre et des compUmens deplaces avoient 

faire accrolre quill etoit fort capable . I lhall 
leave the fubjeft of the Codex Britannicus 


&c.) the reader will hardly 


theje fuppcfitlons 
vniter one 


&c. p. 9. A proceeding which must fail 

of thefe INEVITABLE alternatives , &c. Com- 

pa;c ctl. r. p. 10. 1. ai. ed, 2 . p. 13. 17. 


(which 
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(which is the famewith the Dublin MS. 

whatever Mr. Travis may fay) to another 
lettei 

Erafmus from another charitable innuendo. 

You afFedt to doubt, p. 8, 9, and p. 66, 142* 
whether Erafmus could produce the five MSS. 

in which he alledged the verfe to be omit- 

I vvifh you, Sir, could defend all your 
allegations as well as I can this of Erafmus ; 

for of the five Greek MSS. that Erafmus faw 

(if Erafmus affirms that he himfelf Jaw five 

which I forget at prefent, not having the book 
at hand) four are ftill aclually extant; the 
Vatican is extant, to which Erafmus appeals 

on the credit of an extract made bv his friend 


at prefent it remains to vindicate 








ted 




Bom ball us; a Latin copy, which Erafmus 

quotes as omitting this verle in the text, is 

now in the Berlin library 

meafuring the integrity of other men bv your 
own narrow conceptions. I have dwelt tlie 
longer upon this article, becaufe I have l'ome- 
times regretted that the oppofers of the verle 
in queftion feldom explain thei 


Beware, Sir, of 


10 


r own argu- 

1 

ments fo copioufly as might be expected, but 
fludy brevity too much, and do not fufficient- 
Jy fotifijlt the apprehension of common read- 


D 


o 


ers 


J 
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ers. Thus fenfe is in danger of being over¬ 
powered by words, and reafbning by deck-* 

mat ion. Befides, I fhould be happy to im- 
mmt Jome few elementary ideas of criticifm 

UjH !' the rafa tabula of Mr. Travis's mind 

or ! caa aflure him that at prefent he poflef- 

Its not even the rudiments of that ufeful 

“ “ n 

icience. 

iV. B, See Vindexes anfwer in the preface 

or in the Gentleman’s Magazine for 

March, 1789, p. 

which Vindex a mu fed himfelf with 

.quoting, are marked with correfpond- 
inc' numbers in his anfwer, and in the 


j 




v 


_I 






The paflages 


o 1 


5- 




foregoing letter 

r 

Post script. 

If I were writing for the learned, the inqui- 

or the impartial, 1 fhould thinly that I 
i;■ .idy trefpailed too much upop their 

re..,. But that the unlearned and lefs-aN 

.1 ■ may be enabled, and the par- 

how much credit is due 

fhall add q fhort obferva- 
j what I have afierted con- 

: :s of 'h.is collation, i* In 

1 

1 Tohn 

* %A " * 




fi-h 


. 1 




1 ? 


r 




I , 
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. o, the Vulgate reads, Qnoniam hoc 


I John 

tft tejlimonium Dei, quodmajus eft, The ckufe 

is peculiar to the Latin tranfla- 

But Valla, who juft now was fo mi- 

that the Greek added 


quod majusejl , 


cion: 

nute as to inform us 


) here fays nothing of 


two fmall words ( 

three (3 /*ii£«v «■») apparently more important, 
2. Though the firft epiftle of Peter is not 

quite fo long as the firft of John, Valla has 
beftowed upon it aimoft twice as many anno- 

If therefore it were probable that no 

various readings of confequence efcaped him 


fK TO 


Cations. 


in the latter, much greater would be the 
chance that none elcaped him in the former. 
At the end of the third chapter after Dei in 
the Latin copies we read devftuiiens mortem, ut 

vitie a tern# haredes efficeremur. No Greek 
MS. has the flighteft traces of this impertinent 
addition. But Valla, in fpite of his diflike to 
the Vulgate, in fpite of his readinefs at once 
todifplay his own acutenefs and to gratify his 

relent men t, by confronting the verfion with 

the original, was either too negligent to dete£t 

this blemifh or too merciful to expofe it. 

am aware of an alternative that may be 

urged againft this argument, which alternative! 


I 


fhall 


4 
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{hall fairly ft ate, and let it. produce its utmoft 
effe£t upon the rnind of the reader. Either 
Valla’s Greek MSS. might be more bountiful 

than others, and contain this fentence; 

•(axTavtum top 9xpxtop 9 \pcl t?is f t xluutov x X»i /j o t o r 

fjLptysvotfA.e^x) .or his Latin MSS. might be more 
fparing than others, and prcferve the genuine 

ore, undebafed by impure alloy. 

the two f up portions be farther diftant from 

the boundaries of rsafon, muft be left a quef* 
tion, till a certain critic fhall have made his 
option in favour of one or the other. 


Which of 


TIER 


l? 
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E T T E R III. 


’Tis fit it fhould be {hewn what an arguer he is, and ho\y 

well lie dcferves for his performance to be dubbed by 

Locke, 


himfclf IRREFRAGABLE.* 


In fchool-divinity as able 
As he that liight irrefragable 

A fecond Thomas , or at once. 

To name them all, another Duns . 


*. 


Hudibras 


SIR 


are now arrived at the Complutenfian 
edition, in which the honcji bigotry of the 


* Sec Vindex on the ufe of epithets, Gent. Mag. for 

Jan. 1789, p. 12. I perceive, from the fame Magazine 
for March 1789, p, 225, that he has not profited by the 
wholefome advice which 1 gave him. And how ungene¬ 


rous it is, as well as cowardly, after fwaggering and bluf- 

tering, to fneak away from the combat, and leave'Mr. 
Travis alone to hear the burthen and heat of the day / In 

the mean time I earned]y intreat Mr. Travis’s admirers to 
refrain from boafting of their profelytes and repeating their 
defiances. Such quackery is unworthy any perfon who 

pretends to learning. 


editors 
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editors has infer ted the doubtful text. By 
honcjl bigotry Mr* Gibbon probably means, 

that the edirors thought the verfe genuine 
indeed, but inlerted it contrary to their Greek 

MSS. If they thought it genuine upon fuch 

{light grounds as the authority of the Vul¬ 
gate, of Pfeudo-Jerome, and of Thomas 

A quin us, they were bigots. But if they re¬ 
ally thought it genuine, their bigotry was fo 

fo far honejl . The fame fort of bigotry pre¬ 
dominated in your mind, when you quoted 

p. 286, the barbarous Greek of the Lateran 

council, and finding a chafm, fupplied it by 

more barbarous tranflation of your 

own from the Latin. Thus would the Com- 

This verfe is 


{till 


plutenfian editors reafon : 

genuine, though it is not in the Greek copies. 
We will tranflate it therefore from the Latin 




Verity, and reftore it to the context 

you. Sir, take for granted without proving 

(a vice very frequent in you, though you 

reprove others for it, p. 182,) that this verfe 
was in all their MSS.; you hint Mr. Gib¬ 
bon’s wlfhes to be, that the editors had omit¬ 
ted it in oppoiition to all their authorities ; and 
you piofcis an umvillingncfs (i. e, a willing- 

nefsj 




But 
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nefs) to believe that Mr. Gibbon himfelt 

would in fuch a cafe have betrayed his truft. 
Aerugo mera l Mr. Gibbon juftifies the inten¬ 
tion of the Complutenfian editors, and only 
blames their prejudice. And who can deny 
their prejudice in favour of the Vulgate to 
have been exceffive and abfurd, after read¬ 
ing the following fentence from their pre¬ 
face to die Old Teftament ? Medium Latinam 

beati Hieronymi tranjlaiionem , velut inter Jytia~ 
gogam et orient a lem ecclejiam pofuimus , tanquam 
duos bine inde la tr ones, medium autem Jefum 
k. e. Romanam Jive Latinam ecclejiam collocantes* 

Or who can wonder that men, fo blindly 
devoted to a verfion, (hould fometimes pre- 
fume to correct the originals from that ver¬ 
fion, efpecially in a paflage, * in quo maxime 

r 

et fides catholic a roboratur , et Pair is et Filii et 
Spirttus Sanfti una divinitatis fubjlaniia compro - 
baturf But in faft we have all the evidence 
neceflary to prove that they aftually paid thi$ 
extravagant compliment to the Vulgate. 

For Stunica, who would have been extremely 

glad to have had the power of appealing tq 

4 

f P/eydp-Hi?ronym, Prolog, in Epift, Canon. 


the 


. [ 44 ] 


the Greek MSS. again ft Erafmus, qotes 
none in favour of this unfortunate verfe, but 

lefts the whole merits of the caufe upon the 
Latin copies, and the impoitar who ufurps 

the name of Jerome. You, Sir, to do 
you juftice, think there is fome force in this 

objection ; and in a momentary nt of impru¬ 
dence or moucily, p, 2 So, own you■ ,c!f unable 
Satis fach/rdy to account for it. But thefe are 
the la ft ftruggles of expiring fhame. For 

though you law the unavoidable confequence 

of this conceftion, you add, that you have 
proved the Complutenfian Greek not to be a 

t ran flat ion from the Latin. Your tacit in- 

■ 

fere nee then is, I fuppofe, that it could only 

come from the Greek MSS. But this infer¬ 
ence is a little too hafty. The Complutenftan 

may be a tranflntion from the Latin, 

thou ?i) not an exa£ tranflation. Let us fup¬ 
pofe that Mr. Travis, while he was difput- 

ing againft Mr, Gibbon, had the ufe of a MS. 

which contained the fulpe&ed verie ; would 

he n eg left to produce its teftimony in defence 

ot this very verle and againft a man whom 

he hated : If he believes this poflible, or pro¬ 
files to believe it poflible, I fliall believe him 

eiher 


1 
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either mad, aut illud quod dicere nolo', I afk 

therefore what could induce Stunica, who 13 

other times fcarcely lefs virulent again ft 
Erafmus than Mr. Travis himlelf is, what 
could induce him to be lo mild and tame ia 
this particular in fiance ? What but the coil- 

4 

fcioufncfsthathe knew of 110 Gree 
contained the paflage in queftion ? Twells 

indeed has bethought himfelf of a falvo, and 

a precious falvo it is (Exam. P. II. p. 142.) 

that the labour of collating the Catholic 

Epiftles did not fall to Stunica* s (hare. In 
the year when Stunica wrote his remarks on 

Erafmus, all his fellow-labourers were on the 
fpot, able and willing, I hope, to inform him 
of the manufcript readings of this or of any 

other paflage. For furely they had fome dif- 

courfe together upon the difficult places, and 

did not perform each man his talk in filence 
and folitude, without any confutation or com¬ 
munication. If Stunica had faid nothing 
upon this Epiftle of John, we might not per¬ 
haps be able to extract any certain conclulion 

from his filence. But Stunica quotes his 
Rhodian MS. frequently in oppofition to 
Erafmus, once upon the 16th verfe of the 

third 




k MS. which 
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third chapter of this EpUtle, once upon the 

20th verfeof this very fifth chapter 
times in defence of the Complutenfian 


afid both 


reading. Yet upon the 7th verfe, where there 
was a prefling neceflity, if ever neceflity ex¬ 
ited, of fupporting his opinion by the au¬ 
thority of the Greek MSS. Stunica appeals 

cries Era firms 


fleeps 

this Rhodian MS. But the Codex Rhodienfis 


Where 






c< 


to none. 


was as deaf to the reproaches of Erafmus, as 

Baal to the farcafms of Elijah. No mania 

his finfes would ever omit to urge evidence 

that was fo much wanted and that would have 

lo much weight. Poor Stunica moft piteouf* 
Jy cries out. Sciendum ejl Greecorum codices ejfe 
corrupt os ; n ojiro s vero ip jam v eriiatem confine re . 
Now if this be not a full and clear confelfion* 


that he knew of no MS. containing the dis¬ 
puted verfe, I cannot tell what is. If the 
Codex Rhodienfis had been orthodox, he 


W'ould have written to this e fib61 ! §uidam fane 
codices G rtf corum h,cc verba omittunt ; Rbodien - 
jis veto if jam vent at'em continet, I need not 
ob(erve k that fince this MS. leans very much 
to the Vulgate and particularly adds 
in the former of the two places above quoted, 

words 


T0U 0CQ M 
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words found in no other Greek MS; nor ver¬ 
sion whatfoever, its omiffion of die feventh 

r 

verfeof the fifth chapter will form a ftrong 
argument again ft the genuinenefs of the paf- 
fage. Allowing then that the Codex Rho- 

dienfis omitted, as it certainly did omit, this 
excellent paflage, >vhv did not Stunica confult 

others ? Either he had no more to confult, or 
the other editors, and not Stunica, had colla¬ 
ted them. If he had only the Codex Rho- 
dienfis, why is he not ingenuous enough to 
confefs it ? If he or his brother editors had 

more, why did he not inform himlelf of their 
reading in this place, either from his own in- 
fpe&ion or from thole who had confulted 

them ? They would naturally be anxious to 
confirm their own credit and veracity ; they 
would be eager to tell him, if they could tell 

him with truth, that their MSS. gave the 

very reading which they had followed in their 

edition. When that edition was publifiled, 

Eraimus’s challenge had been made fome time. 
While they were giving us a marginal note 
from Beatus Thomas, to account for their 
eighth verfe, wefhould have efteemed it a fa^ 

if they had added a little poftfeript 


your 


or pre 


fac 
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face, to inform us of theftate of their MSSi 

in the foregoing part of the fentence. Nay, 
they ought to have done it; and as you fay. 

Sir, p. 

Jtlent is to be criminal . To which I add, that 

where we fhould be fure to gain our caufe by 

fpeaking, to be filent is to be foolifh. 
if the Complutenfian editors took not- this 
verfe from Greek MSS. whence did they take 
it ?’* I anfwer, as others have anfwered, from 
the modern copies of the Vulgate, from the 
Ipurious Jerome and the Angelic Dodlor. 

This would be to charge thofc illu/lrious edi- 

I fhould be loth to call 


IVhere it is a duty to /peak*, io be 


22 


j’ 


But 


C6 




tors with FORGERY 


it by fo harfh a name ; honcjl bigotry better 
fuits the purpofe ; but fuch is the everlafting 
foph ift ry wh i c h y ou an d M art in e m p Ioy. You 
aggravate the faults or negligences of the 

Complutenfian editors, of Stephens and Beza, 

into crimes ; and then, from the enormity of 

the offence argue again ft the probability of its 
being committed. 


Your reafoiling may thus 

be reduced to the form of a iyllogiim. 

Stunica, Stephens, Beza, &c. did not infert 

this verfe in their editions contrary to the au¬ 
thority of their Greek MSS. unlefs they 


were 


impious 
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impious hypocrites, abandoned cheats, noto¬ 
rious impoftors, &c* 

But they were not impious hypocrites^ 
abandoned cheats, notorious impoftors, &c« 
Ergo , they infer ted this verfe from the autho¬ 
rity of their Greek MSS 


Q. E. D 


As I flatter myfelf that every unbiafled 
reader will fee through and defpife this palrry 
artifice, I (hall give myfelf no farther trouble 
about it, but proceed to confider the ob¬ 
jections that may be made to my po fit Ion. 

You tell us, Sir, and truly too! That the 
Latin Copies differ from the Compiutenfian. 
They do differ ; but only in the fe- 
venth vcrie by reading (hi tres unum funt) 

f sv in Head of o* r^ns fi? to % ; which 
feems at firft light a confiderable difference. 

You of courfe exult upon it, and civilly alk, 
p. 184, “ Can any man be fo much aBceotian, 
as to imagine, that if thefe editors had meant 
to forge a Greek text, to follow the reading of 
the Latin copies , they would not have forged 
one which would have followed thole copies 

I confefs, molt learned Theban, that 
till I was enlightened by you, I was fo much 

ol a B&olian as to imagine, that if the intention 


O'jTQI Ot T 


exactly l 


5 ” 


E 


of 
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of .the Complutenfian editors was fraudulent, 

they might have wit or caution enough to make 
their trai illation vary from the Latin copies, the 

better to impofe upon the world by the ap¬ 
parent difference. They would dilguife the 
child they had lloleu, in order to conceal- 

the theft. But T, who poffefs more charity 


than perhaps any other per foil in the world 

(always excepting you, Sir, and your humble 
admirers, Vindex, Eblanenfis and Kufter*) 

will 


try to give a more candid reprefeil¬ 
lation of this matter. The Complutenfian 

editors believed i John V. 7, to be genuine 
and determined to infert it in their text. They 

alfb believed to befpurious and determined to 

expunge the final claufe of the eighth verfe.-f 


Gen, Mag. March 1787, p. 211. 


-f This claulc is omitted in many of the Latin MSS. 

Mr. Travis, with his ufual moddly, aflerts, p. 288, that 
the Latin copies have univerfaliy the concluding claufe of 
the eighth iterfe, A direct falfc’nood ! XJfque ad<o lec¬ 


tern foot pro JIupidis et bardis ha bet y quibut quidvis im *■ 
pmere fibi licere fecure confidit. I appeal to the read¬ 
er, whether a man who is capable of making fuch round 
Mllerrions wilfully 


or ignorantly, be not utterly difqua 
'ified to manage a controverfy, or to accufe others of mif 
representation. 


Thus 


Ji 


! 


Thtistheri I fuppofe them to have tranflated 


it 




the Latin into Greek ; o* pxprv 

7 r« 7 ^p x«» a Xoyo f x«i t 










iui oupoivm, o 


oovvtK tv 

T r ^ t l t \ — 

aytov zrvivfA&f kcu outoi oi T/>f»f tk «<T». xau Tffif 


) , 
£*<nv 
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yv\$i to unttuim xau to ^ooip 






ot jUospriifovvTEf wri t»k 
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at to aijcia 


In their Greek Manufcript or* 




> V 


Manufcripts, they found, Cr 




t i Tpti? Eicrik oi p*ap 

1 l *f k -- % ( ¥ 

xou to u»wp ka* to aipta xct» 

What was now to be 






TUpOVbTtSf TO irvevfXK 


I tr 




04 Tpflf £ 4 ? TO (0 *lo»• 

done ? They were not willing entirely to 
abandon their originals ; they accordingly 

patched up a motley text, and dexteroufly 

tranfplanted the claufe x«i ol rgtTs to tv *?<n, to 

the end of the feventh verle. So that as far 


as they could without damage to the orthodox 
faith, they followed the reading of the Greek 
manufcript. They thought this claufe of 
too great fize and importance to be turned 
out of doors without ceremony; they there¬ 
fore fuffered it to flay, though they provided 
it with rather an indifferent lodging. If Mr* 

Gibbon obferved this, he had a frefh reafbn for 

attributing their conduct to honest bigotry 

And it is no more than juflice to allow that 

they at lead did their work like workmen. 

They made good Greek of their Latin; a talk 


F ^ 
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fo which the tranflator of the Lateran Decrees 
and the writer of the Dublin MS. were 

I 

unequal. 

through Stephens’s 
fcripts that have been faid to contain this ex¬ 
cellent verfe. 

I fhall not quit this article without taking 
notice of an obje£tion, which you, p. 18^, and 
Martin feem rather to infinuate darkly, than 
to propofe in form; “ that the Compluten- 

fian reading of the feventh verfe, tU to » uet f 

weakens the evidence for the doftrine of the 
Trinity that might other wife be drawn from 
this pafiage.” Or that the words u’s rot-suet 

may be under flood of an unity of will and tel- 

timony ; whereas the limple expreflion nV* 
mu ft be underftood of the unity of eflence. 

Now, Sir, if I have rightly divined your 
meaning, be fo good as to tell us whether we 

i 

are to think the former reading genuine or 
not ? If we accept it for genuine, and main¬ 
tain, even from your own conceliioils, that 
the text is nothing to the purpole of the or¬ 
thodox, all fufpicion of fraud on the part of 

the heretics will be at an end, and you will 

be compelled to acquit the Arians of a 

icandalous 


In my next I intend to travel 

and the other manu- 
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fcandalous accufation, which at prelent you 
have neither courage enough to avow, nor 

generofity enough to abandon, (p. 329—£4-1*) 

But to me, I eonfefs, the Complutenfian 

appears full as orthodox as the more 
common ** alone; and may be thus para- 

phraled ; ol TPEIEtoEN 0EION vvvjeJi&o-iv* hi 

trks conjunct unum efficient Deum ; in the 

fame manner as ?<mTai ®* ATO tit trdpxu MIAN 

is exattly iynonymous with 

ATO, <r«p£ MIA. Matth. XIX. 5, 6. To 

(hew my uncommon civility, I advertife my 
reader, that Ilhall impartially tranfcribe every 

argument in your favour that has come to my 

knowledge ; but I lhall fomctimes be content 
with tranfcribing them ; lor many are fuch 
as Patience herfelf would difdain to refute 


cic to iv 


QVXiTt (J(TI 
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ei 
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IV 


What! will the line ft retch out to the crack of do pm 


SIR, 


O W formidable an hoft you are now 
leading to battle ! Sixteen MSS# of Robert 

Stephens, all containing the heavenly wit-r 
nefles! We may however fpare our alarms ; 
for all thefe MSS. upon a nearer infpeftion 

will prove Phantoms bodilefs and vain, empty 
vifions of the brain. I (hall fir ft lay down the 

real ftate of the cafe, and then confute your 

cavils. Mr. Gibbon gives his readers the 

option between fraud and error. I am al¬ 
ways unwilling to attribute to fraud what I 

can with any reafonable pretence attribute to 

error. But if any perfon be more fulpicious 
than I am, he needs not be frightened from 

hi$ opinion by your declamation. For when 


he 
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he confiders how Erafmus was worried for 
fpeaking his mind too freely, and with what 
jealoufy R. Stephens was watched by the 

* incredible that 


Paris divines, it cannot appeal 
Stephens might make this ieeming miftake 

puvpofe ; lb far, like Zacagni (iee Letter 

1 3) lioneft in 
furni flics every iuquilitive 


on 


his fraud, that he 


1 


P- 


reader with tlie 


But as 1 am content 


means of detection. 


1. That 


with the other fuppofition, I lay 

Henry Stephens, and not Robert, collated the 

That the collation was probably 


MSS 

inaccurate and imperfedL 3. That it cer¬ 
tainly f\vas not publifhed entire. 4. That 
Stephens’s margin is full of miftakes in the 
numbers and readings of the MSS. 5. That 
the marks in the text are often mifplaccd or 
omitted. 6. That fome of the very MSS. 

ufed by Stephens having been again collated, 

are found to agree in this critical paflage with 
all the reft that have been hitherto examin¬ 




ed. And, 7. That therefore the iemicircle, 
which now comes after the words e 


EV TfaU OvpZVCili 


in the leventh verfe, ought to be placed after 
the words 


yn 7 in the eighth. 

You, Sir, anfwer in the firft place, that H 


EV THE 


Stephens 
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Stephens was not the foie collator of the 

MSS. 


becaufe there is no pretence for the 

aflertion, and becavife reafon, propriety, and 

probability, are all uniformly againf it 

Now this is lo fully proved in Wet- 

that I 








P 
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Rein’s Prolegomena, p. 143—144 
fliould even be tempted to hope that if you 
had read them before you wrote your letters, 




you would have fpared yourfclf a confider 
abie quantity of difgracc and repentance. 

fha'I repeat VVetftehds laft quotation. Paler 

metis—cum A r . 7*. Gr tecum cum multis vetuftis 




Of ERA ME A COLLATUM, pnmO 

quid cm mmutioribus typis — mo x autem grandibus 

char abler ibus, See. To which add Beza’s tef- 

timony to the fame purpofe. Ad hrec omnia 
acc'jfl exemplar ex Slcpham nofri bibliotheca 
cum vig/Uit qu:..nue plus minus manufc' iptis co¬ 
ma l) us e‘ •■mnibus penc imprejjis diligentijjxtm col - 
latum. Thus Beza in his firft edition of 1556. 
But in his fecond edition, when R. Stephens 

was dead, tbefe important words follow after 

imprejjis ; AR Henrico Stephano ejus filio 

PA TERN/E SEDUIylTATIS H/EREDE QUam 

ijjime coHatum. Obferve in all this pro- 

1 

ceding the craft of a printer and editor. Ro- 


- ± t 


T. 




. L- 


T* 


■ i 


V 


' p 


i:. j. 

? r . 

o.i mi 




bert 
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that, by telling his readers 


bert was aware 

who was the collator, he might infufe a fuC 


picion into their minds, that the work was 
negligently performed : he therefore carefully 
avoided * mentioning that circumftance. 
Another inftance of this management may 
be feen in the preface to his firft edition, 
where he fays, that he has not fuffered a letter 
to be printed but what the greater part of the 

better MSS. like fo many witnefles unani- 

moufly approved. This boaft is indeed 


With the fame caqtion, fpeaking of his No. 2, (now 

our Cambridge MS.) he calls it, exemplar vetujlijjimum 
in Italia ab amicis coUatum y aYlij 3 ** 9 />. Without fairly 

confdTing or openly violating the truth, that it was col¬ 
lated by his fon Henry, he difguifes the fail in a general 
exprelfion. I have not forgotten Mr. Travis’s mafterly 
conftrudlion of the fentence, p. 284; 

emplar y the book itfelf y then, (and not the (eCtions out of 
it) which was collected or (rather) procuredfor R . Stephens , 
by his friends in Italy. 
in our univerfity, who confounded the collection with the 
collation of MSS. but I never till now heard of a finale 




It was the cx 




I have heard of a learned Doctor 


eopy being collected. Thar the reader may not fufpeft me 
of inventing nonfenfe for the pleafure of fathering it upon 

I 

Mr. Travis (a fuppofition which at firft fight may feem 
not improbable) I allure him that I have honeftly copied 
the very words, and can only beg of him to verify my 
citation by the evidence of his own fenfes. 


utterly 
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utterly falfe, as all critics agree, who have 
taken any pains in comparing Stephens’s edi¬ 
tions. They know that Stephens has not 
obferved this rule conftantly, becaufe his 
editions often vary from one another, and his 
third edition often from all his MSS. even by 

his own confeflion. But becaufe Mr. Grief- 

bach took this point for granted; not 

forefeeing that a man would he found fo 

hardy or ignorant as to deny it, you in- 

fult him, p. 298, and call his aflertion ground* 

lefs , improbable t me an did, and'injurious. Thefe 
are the magic words that have charmed your 

converts of the firjl eminence . Editors and 

printers are fuch confcientious people, that 
we may be fure they will never praftife any 

tricks of their profeffion, or give their own 

publications undeferved praife. And whoever 
offers to think that they may fomc times be flow 
extravagant commendations on their own la-* 

bour, diligence, or fidelity, is totally voidof li¬ 
terary candour and Chrijlian charity , (p. 59,125.) 
But an example will make this pofition clear-* 

er in the eleventh verfe of the fecond chap¬ 
ter of Mathew, all the MSS. the Complu- 

tenfian edition, nay the very MS. from which 

Eiafhms 
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Erafmu? pqblilhed his edition, have etSov in 

but Erafmus upon the fingj 


ftead of fifty*. 
authority s>f a faulty copy of Theophylaft, 
altered it to ; Stevens in his third edi¬ 
tion followed Erafmus, and (Zpo* infers our 
printed Teft?ment& to this day. I can only 
excufe Stephens by the univerfal cuftom of 
dealers who think it an innocent deceit 

cry up .the value of their wares. Stephens 
inferred nothing in his text (miflakes except¬ 
ed) which he did not find in the Comptuten- 

in his MSS. 


ri 1 




fian edition, or in Erafmu?, or 
put he frequently quits all his MSS. to fol¬ 
low his printed guides, and frequently fol¬ 
lows Erafmus without attending to the reft 
of whipli partiality I have already given 

fpecimen. Let us be no more peflered with 
the ftale common-places of honour, honefty, 

yeracity, judgment, diligence, erudition, &c. 
If R. Stephens’s MSS. all omitted the con¬ 
troverted paffage, he would ftill retain it in 
his edition; becaufe he has the fame vicious 




Complaifance for many other paflages, with- 

put having equal feeming authority. Here 
he had the confent of both editions for his 

warrant; in of her places he follows Erafmus 

ailo.ne. You, Sir, prove, with admirable con 

cifenefs 




[ 6o ] 


cifenefs, in fomething lefs than fix pages, 

177) that Stephens did 

kot take this verfe from the Complutcnfian 
edition. Granted. He did not take it 
^wholly from the Complutenfian. He took it 

partly from the Complutenfian and partly 

from Erafmus. He differs from Erafmus 


(p. 78—81 


172 


in adding the article thrice, and in tranf 

and in thele four differ- 


pofing the word *V‘ 
ences he followed the Complutenfian edition 


01/ 


and the genius of the language. 

Mr. Griefbach aflerts, as quoted by you, 
Sir, p. 297, that there are in R. Stephens’s 

MSS. many good readings, which are not 

inferted in his margin. You anfwer him by 

a flat denial. This is indeed a compendious 
and convenient method of anfwering ; but I 
would counfel you not to make it too cheap 

by frequent ufc. Mr. Griefbach thought, 

that this and fome other of his afiertions 


w'ere lb generally allowed, that it would be 
wafte of time and paper to prove them in 
form. At laft up Harts a grave and reverend 
gentleman, and tells us with a ferious face, 

that it is not day at noon. And this trafh 
we are expe&ed to refute, or the Mumpfimus 

regiment 


t 6i j 


regiment will boaft hereafter that We have 

accepted their leader’s challenge. Let 
us however undertake the tirefome talk of 
flaying the (lain. Firft then I affirm, that 
Stephens has omitted to mark in his margin 
at leaft one half of the Complutenfian various 
readings. Have you a mind to difpute this, 
Sir ? Will you give Mill the lie as you have 
Sandius (p. 199) and others? Now, if the 

collator was fo negligent in noting the vari¬ 
ous readings of an edition, which was printed 
from mojl ancient copies , and hada wonder j id agree¬ 
ment with Stephens's own MSS. (Steph. Praef. 

ad N. T.) is it not extremely probable, nay, 
morally certain, that he was equally inatten¬ 
tive to his MSS. ? I lhall therefore aflurne, 
what ferns to me fufficiently proved ; that 
Stephens’s collation was imperfectly publiflied; 
which if you chufe to deny, you mud con¬ 
fute Wttftein alfo, who fays that Beza pro¬ 
duces from Stephens’s MSS. above an hun¬ 
dred various readings not noticed in Steph 
margin. When Emlyn argued from Mill’s 
authority, Prol. 1226, p. 126, that Stephens’s 
collation was impeded, and prelfed Marti 

I 

with this objedion, that good old man told 

him. 


not 


ens s 


m 
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him, for want of a better anlwer, that 

Stephens had only neglected the trifling va¬ 
riations of the Complutenfian edition, and 
fele&ed the important. Not to inlift, that 
by this method an editor claims the right 

of judging for the reader, what is trifling 
and what important ; the fa< 5 t is notorioufly 
falfe : for whoever will look into Stephens 
or Mr. Travis, p. 7$, 172, will find, that of 
four differences from the Complutenfian upon 

this very place, Stephens mentions not fewer 

than— one. He mentions only his omiflion of 
•if to in the feventh verfe, and is altogether 
filent upon the adition of oZ to* ; upon the change 
of eV! xii? y?* into h tt \7 yviT in the eighth verfe, 

and upon the addition of the whole claufe, 

Xixl oi xpfiV ti? to iv tltriv, ' After this flagrant in- 

ftance of Stephens’s inaccuracy, I expert to 

ar no more of his diligence and fidelity. 

R. Stephens had fifteen MSS. feven of 


which —Fifteen l cries Martin in a rage ; he 
had jixteen. You, Sir, qui cum Martino err arc 
malis, quam cum aliis retie fenfire , fing to the 

p, 55, 116, and to prove it, quote 
from the preface to Stephens’s third edition, 
turn fedecim fcriptis exemplaribus 


lame tune 


You brigh 


VJ 




i 


[ «3 3 


wits foar far above the reach of common 

fenle, or elfe yoil might have compared thefo 
words with the following: lis namque p! acuity 
primo , fecundoy adfextum decimum ufque momma 
importere , ut primo Complutenfem cdttionem m- 

telligas , nunc olhn ad antiiufjiuia exemplaria 

fait excufa . Tiiis lentence to an ordinary 

reader would be very intelligible, but Mr. 
Travis is no ordinary reader. Can any thing 
be plainer than that Stephens calls the Com- 

plutenfian edition a MS. when he reckons 

his fixteen copies in the grofs, becaufe that 
edition had with him the weight and value 

And if it was really printed, as 
Stephens believed, from mojl ancient manufcripts^ 
he was reafonable and moderate enough in 
treating it as a feparate MS. But if befides 
No. i, which fignifies this edition, Stephens 

had fixteen MSS. his lixteenth MS. would 

p- 

then be marked No. 17. Unluckily no luch. 
number appears in any part of the margin. 
However, as I love to be generous, I will 

help you to an argument, that will not only 

prove what you want, but fomething 
No. 19. (tO) is quoted in the margin, Matth. 

XXIV. ao, from which deducing one for. 


of a MS. 


more; 


the 
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the Complutenfian edition, there will remain 
eighteen MSS. belonging to Stephens, and a 
fortiori Jixteeti . I know that foolifli people 
who are called critics will ftart an objection. 
They will affe£t to think it, with Mill, a 

mifprint for 12; (» 0 . *f 3 .) but you, Sir, will 

■ _ _ _ 

wifely difregard wlxat fuch fellows think. 
Tour foul never came into their fee ret, nor to their 
ajfemb/y has your honour been united. But what 
am I doing ? Teaching the rudiments of 
arithmetic to a couple of Cictens , who catit 
take two from twenty for their hearts, and leave 
eighteen / (Cymbelinc.) 

Whether Stephens had fixteen or only 

fifteen MSS. in all, is not of lb much con- 

fequence as the next^quellion, how many of 

■ 1 

thele contained the QJtholic Epiflics. Martin 
(Verite, p. 171) parrof whofe reafoning you 

have adopted, (p. 80, 175) fays, nine at 
leaf!; and thus he argues : If Stephens had 
only ieven MS 3 . in all, he would not have 
made a particular enumeration, but have faid, 

or tv 1 **™ in the margin. If he had only 

eight, he would have faid, *■*.>}* (adding 

the number of the difientient MS. fuch be- 
ing his cuftom in other places. I anfwer, 

1. That 
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i. That Stephens could not, confidently with 

truth, as Martin himfelf owns, ufe the mark 
it. in this place, been ufe the Complutenfian 
edition, his No. i. diffents; nor, 2. could 
he,’confidently with himfelf, fay, 

becaufe he never does lay fo in his fecoiid vo- 
hi me, the epiftles and apocalypfe. But you 
are not Content with Martin’s fcanty allow* 

auce, your lively imagination hurries yoii 
beyond the hounds of fober realon; arid iii 
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one of your happy inventive moments you 

£ct down the whole fixteen, p. 284, as con* 
faining this difpuled pajfage, A jolly com* 

What luck old Robert had to light 




pany 

upon thefe MSS. and fettle the true reading 

ftom them, before Satan and his Arians 


had laid their claws upon them ! Did you 
ever hear, Sir, of any large collection of MSS* 

all containing the whole Greek Teliament ? 
Or, to deal liberally, let the apocalypfe be 
excepted, did you ever hear of lb many as 
fifteen all containing the remainder ? Take 
the trouble of confulting fifteen at hazard, 
you will be very fortunate if feven of them 

contain the Catholic Epiflle 
pioufly believe, that an editor who has not 


Or do you 


F 


deferibed 
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de fori bed his MSS. may have found only Well 

complete, while fcarce a fixth part of 

thofe MSS. which have been particularly de- 

f^ribed, contains the N. T. entire, even with 

■ 

the exception mentioned ? You inform us, 
p. 275, (lee alfo p. 295-6) “ that it does not 
follow from R. Stephens's not citing all his 
MSS* to all parts of his Greek Teflament, 
that alt his MSS. did not contain all the 
Greek Teflament.” But I can tell you what 

does follow. If R. Stephens’s MSS. all coil 
tain the whole N. T. either the MSS. fo rare 

ly cited had a miraculous agreement with hi 
text, fuch as never has been fince found iii 

H 

any one MS. or R. Stephens’s collator was for 

a" 

infamoufly negligent, that his filence and Lis' 

1 

teflimony are equally undeferving of regard, 

A ray of light however pierced through the 

Egyptian darknefs of your mind, when you 

wrote the following fen ten ce, p. 136 : “ The 

of R. Stephens marked 15 does not 

■ 

feem to have contained the Gofpel of St. 
John at all; for there is no reference to this 
MS. in the margin. But to what purpofe do 
we prolong this childifli play ? JMe\vton y 

Wctflein, and Mr, Griefbach knew well 

cnoneb 


as are 




MS 
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enough that Stephenses No. i was onerf 
quoted upon the Epiftle to the Romans 
No. 5, twice upon the apOcalypfe, No* y H up- 

the A£ts, &c. but they expected that ail 

adverfaty, who had the lead lhare of fenfe or 
candour, would not build any argument upon 

b 

the infallibility of a printer or compofiton 

* 

They knew too, that Stephens’s margin was 

, _ 

full of miftakes in the numbers of the MSS, 

and they judged it much more likely that 

s 

P fliould be a iniftake for forne other leter 

■ 

1 

(perhaps for S) than that the fame MS. which 
in the Gofpels and A&s was fo prolific as to 
produce near four hundred various readings* 

fhould become fo barren on a ludden as to 

yield only one in the epiftles. Whoever can 
bring his mind to believe this, poflefTes a 
faith that difdahis all intercourfe with reafon 

1 

a faith that not only can remove, but has a&u 

■ 

ally removed mountains. Nor would it be 
difficult to rectify many of thefe mifiakes 
from the internal evidence of the margin. 

■p 

For inftance, No. 5, ought to be 15 in both 
places of the apocalypfe ; and, though it may 

feem ftrange, that the letters* and^fhould 

ever be confounded, I can with certainty 

pronounce 
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pronounce this to have have happened ia 

Afts XVII. 5. But let a fingle number be 

once quoted in Stephens’s margin, you bold¬ 
ly fet it down as beyond all contradiction, p. 295, 
Containing that whole hook of the N. T. 
where the marginal reference is found. I 

the firft place, you take for granted that no 

MS. of Stephens was mutilated. Secondly, 

though Stephens has given us as vague and 

unlearned an account of his MSS. as if he 

Intended to keep us in the dark, we are yet, 
with the few lights we have, often able tQ 

detect his miftakes. This argument there¬ 
fore will do you no fervice, unlefs you can 

fhew that it was impoflible for Stephens to 

err in his marginal numbers. I know fuch 

an accident is impoflible in your creed ; yet 

2 have been told that it lo me times happens 
in printing; and perhaps you may find, that 

in your own enumeration of Stephens’s MSS. p. 

205, (where, by the way, you have been abl« 

to reckon up only fifteen) by the author’s 

or printer’s fault is left for I fhall there¬ 
fore, Sir, requeji your permiffion (p. 16) to 
believe that Stephens had only levcn MSS. of 

the Catholic Epiftles. and that if any of them 

omitted 
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thev all omitted it, 

we now 


Emitted i John, V. 7 

To which important dil'cuffion 


proceed. 

Nearly two hundred and forty years are pad 

fince R. Stephens publifhcd his famous Greek 

edition of the N. T. with various readings. 
The marginal note upon the contefted place 
would undoubtedly fay, if there be no error, 

that his feven MSS. all have the feventh 

verfe, except the words iv r u7 ovp&vtoi* But 

fhat feven Greek MSS. collected by the fame 

perfon from different places; feven MSS. of 
different ages and merits, fliould all confent 
in a reading, that no critic or editor has beer^ 
able, during the fpace of two centuries and an 
half, to find in any other MS. whatever, 
Greek or Latin, is fuch an excefs of impro¬ 
bability, as the very men who maintain here, 

would be foremoft to ridicule in any other 
difpute. For let us fuppofe, by way of ar¬ 
gument, that fome other Greek MSS. retain 

the text, dill thefe retain at the fame time 

the words I* ov^avui* How comes it to* 
pafs, that none of thefe feven orthodox MSS, 
agrees with that noble pair the Dublin and 

Berlin in rejecting the final claufe of the eighth 

yerfe} 
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verfe ? And what makes the wonder of the 

thing is 
the words 

fame hands, perform the talk impofed upon 

them, and then vanish for ever. 

difficulties you obviate by anfwering, that the 

ever emitted, 

they are certainly loft ; but how do you prove 

that they ever exifled ? Bccaufe R. Stephens 
and T. Be?a fay that they exifted 

fays the former ? He puts a mark in his 

margin that implies fuch an aflbrtion. Surely 
this is not the eighteenth century, the age of 
criticilm and learning, when fuch arguments 
as tliele are heard with patience, and thought 
to need a ferious refutation. Does an editor 
whu: he marks various readings in the margin 

of his edition, intend folemnly to pledge 

his word- cr to take an oath upon the truth 

of every aflertioi) which thole marginal notes 
virtually contain ? If fuch be the conditions 

of puhHhing ancient authors, the publifhers 
• - all men the moft miferable; and no 

h ■ ^ "" 

i 

. i. lus fellies will undertake fa painful 

k|efs an office. A critic who ex- 

m 

■ - his various readings without abbrevia¬ 
tion 5 8 


that the feven MSS. which omit 

ovpctm'i fhould all fall into the 


IV TttH 


All thefe 


MSS. are loir. If fuch MSS. 


What 
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much better chance of avoid 


(ions, has a 

ins miftakes; and yet m 1ftakes occur very 

, 't- 

frequently, notwithflanding all precautions. 

Thus Grotius, in his note upon this pafiage 

fokrrmly declares and pojitivety affirms that our 
Alexandrian MS. omits the final claufe of the 


eighth verfe. What would you. Sir, fay upqn 

this, if you found it your interefi: to 

fend Grotius ? Any thing rather than acqui- 

i 

efce in the true felution, that Grotius did not 
rightly underftand or rightly copy the colla¬ 
tion that was fent him from England* 

That Grotius was a man of fo much lenle 

. 

and veracity, that he could neither be de¬ 
ceived nor deceive; and that therefore the 
Alexandrian MS. wanted this claufe : that 

i 

i 

to fuppofe the contrary would be to accufe 

Grotius of telling a wilful lie; or that the 

MS. which he quotes upon this verfe was 
not the Alexandrian, &C,’' This, Sir, I take 
to be the fubftance of what you would fay in 

j 

Grotius’s defence ; which would make a very 

hand feme figure when it was trimmed in 

• • 

your gorgeous eloquence, and fpread through 

two pages in a mixture of declamation and 
fove&ive, in which it would be offered to teach 


f. 


r -’ 1 


k 
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us? that teaching Mr. Trav is would he in vain# 
( e - 125—126.) 

But how could feven MSS. be loft at Paris? 

b 

Many MSS. ufed by editors of that age are 

ftill preferved. Beza’s two, the Clermont 
and Cambridge, are ftill extant, and in good 

condition. 

mus ufed, are ftill extant, and in good con- 

■ 

dition. Were they in fafer places or more 
likely to furvive than Stephens’s ? What was 
Robert doing not to reftore to the king’s li¬ 
brary the eight MSS. that he had borrowed ? 
L.e Long’s teftimony would indeed fave Ste¬ 
phens’s honefty ; but alas! at the fame time 

>i 1 

■ 

it would demolish a main fupport of the verfe. 

1 B 

For Le Long lays, that eleven of the very 

“ L 

MSS. that R. Stephens ufed (not fifteen , as 
you imagine, p. 1^8) are now in the king’s 
library, four of which omit the difputed 

1 

pafl'age. We might hence conclude, that 

R. Stephens had reftored all the eight that 

* 

he had borrowed, and meant to give the li- 

■ 

brary the reft of the fifteen that were hi§ 
own. But you. Sir, are fb offended with this 
teftimony, that Le Long, Stephens, and the 

whole world, lhall be liars, fooner than thi$ 

\ I ■" ■ P 

char mine 


Moft of the MSS. which Eraf 
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charming text (hall come to any harm 

therefore find a trifling error or two In Le 

pong’s* account,, make feveral more, and 

thence take occafion to fet afide his whole 
evidence. But your chief argument is a tacit 
affumption, (which I have already confider- 
ed) that Stephens could not commit a typo¬ 
graphical error. This however is fo impor¬ 
tant an axiom, that you ought beforehand 
be very fure of its truth. Again, Le Long 

fays, that the eleven MSS. in the king’s li 
brary have the infignia of K. Henry II. upon 
the covers. Then, you exclaim, they are 

not the MSS. of Stephens; for bis were bor¬ 
rowed of Francis, Henry’s predeceflox. The 
minor of this argument you have omitted, 
but the fame thinking minds , that you have 
prefled jiitp ypur opinion, p. 270, will be 
ompelled, I doubt not, to acknowledge it 
for an eternal and felf-evident truth, viz, that 




■» 
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Le Long is miftaken, 1. In making Stephens's No. 15 

contain only feven Epiftles of Paul, which contains alfo 
the Catholic Epiftles, and the Apocalypfe; and 

making No. j6. contain two of the Gofpel 
tains only the Apocalypfe. See Mr. Travis's Appendix 

47—48 
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s* which con 
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1)0 king * ever lends his books to be new- 

bound. I told you, Sir, in my firft letter, 
that you never redd through Wetfteiu’s Pro¬ 
legomena. 1 now add, that you have not 

read through Wetftcin’s note upon the very 
paflage that you defend. For there you would 
have found thefe words (to which alfo 

Vol. II 


Long refers, (Emlya 
quoted from R. Stephens’s anfwer to the 
Paris divines: Poflulant offerri vet us exemplar — 
refpondeo non pojfe fieri , quod non unum ejfet , fed 
quindecim relata in bibliothecam regia/n, quae mi hi 

that it does 
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precar to datafueranU You lay 
not concord with the known probity of R, Ste¬ 
phens, that he, who had only borrowed eight 

MSS', from the royal library fliould returif 

■ 

fifteen thither, for no other ptlrpofe, as it 
ihould feem, than to abule the confidence of 




thofe friends, who had lent to him the other 
MSS. and to deprive them of their property. 

Who told you they were lent ? undique 

1 i 

corrogare Ikult, Poes forrogare fignify fo 




Stepham «. Codex Reg. 2869. Compact us eft ite- 
rum Henrico II. GaUiprurn Rege, Wetstein. Tori; II. 

P. 12. 


r i 


lJ 


ftriaiy 
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ftri&ly to borrow , that Stephens s friends 

could not have made him a prefent of thefe 
MS$. The word jfyoiVapiy in the Greek pre¬ 
face intimates nothing about borrowing. But 
be that as may, 
things. 


Stephens affirms two 

That he once had fifteen MSS. 


(not fixteen); 2. That he now had them no 
longer, but had them lent to the king’s li¬ 
brary. There is indeed a fmall inaccuracy 

in this accouut, but of no confequence, 

Stephens probably fpoke from memory. 
The manufcripts had long been returned ; 
and it concerned not his examiners, who 


required him to produce them, to know 

the exatt biftory of every MS. its quondam 
pofleflor, &c. It was enough to tell them 
in general terms, that he was unable to com¬ 
ply with their demand, that the manufcripts 

were gone out of his hands; that they be¬ 
longed to the Toyal library, and 
reflored 


were now 


Or he might perhaps forget the 
precife words of his anfwer to the examiners. 


and only retain the fubftance 
you chufe to takp advantage of this flight 

mi flake, and to give Stephens the He, what 

wiH becomp of your pathetic declamation 

about 


However, if 
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worth and probity and honour f (p. 59, 

1 *s-) I cannot help obferving how amiable 

this concern for Stephens’s ch a rafter is, and 
how well it fits upon a man, who, though he 
is fhocked at the idea of that learned printer 
cheating his friends, feels no fcruple in mak¬ 
ing him cheat the king, and carry off the 

oyal manuferipts to Geneva, as his own pri¬ 
vate property. From this confeflion of Ste¬ 
phens in the year 1552, four years before 

s firfi: * edition, that he then had no 
Greek MSS. in his poffeflion, it follows that 
Beza never had the ufe of any from Stephens, 

and that all your aftertions and conjeftures 
upon that fubjeft fail to the ground. 

But why. Sir, do you attempt to confute 
Long, and leave Wetftein untouched? 

Wetftein affirms, that he with his own eyes 

iaw at Paris five of the feven MSS. that Ste¬ 
phens ufed in puhlifhing the Catholic Epiftles 


H 




* Beia firft publiloed his N. T. in 1556* though Mr, 

Travis erroneoufly, as his manner is, (p. 7. ed. 1 and 2) 
makes it 1551. In his fecond edition he twice contra¬ 
dicts himfelf, an<J fays 1556, pp. 130, 275. With no 

kfs exadtnefs he makes (p. m, 337) Erafmus publifh 
^ys Paraphrase in 1541, feveral years aft,er his death- 
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(4> 5* 7» 9> IO 0 an ^ that om ^ * ron * 

the words IV TW? CvptXWlOt tO the words £D Tm 

" 

iuclufive. And;I have fuch an opinion o£ 
Wetftein’s fenfe and honefty (though he wsfs 
an heretic) that I fliall venture to think him 

the right, till you. Sir, talk fomething 

more to the purpofe. If you alk, how Wct- 
ilein came to know, that they were the fame 

manufcripts. I anfwer, by collating them, and 
finding them agree with Stephens’s margin in* 
other places. And left you ftiould reply, that 

the readings of thefe MSS. as given by Wetftein 

fometimes differ from the readings of Stephen s*e. 
margin, cognofce ex me, quomam hoc primus 
tempus difcendi naftut es, that in thefe cafes a 
general and remarkable funilarity is aftrongef 
argument for the affirmative, than a few Va¬ 
riations for the negative. If we rejcffc this 
canon, fuch a monftrous abfurdity as this 

will enfue; that if a collator makes here and 

there a miftake, whoever afterwards confults* 

the fame rqauufcript, muft not infer the 
identity of 

agreement of the reft of the collation. Thus 
the manufcripts will be daily multiplied. 


m 


manufcript from the perfect 






the 
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the joint ratio of the number and negligence 

of the collators* 

Having before Ihewft that R. Stephens’s 
work was in general inaccurate afldim perfect 

I proceed in the next place, to point out fome 
particular faults. In i 
words «y«0o» giTo-aru, are omitted, contrary to 

all maimfcripts, verfions, and former editions. 
Was this the effedl of fraud or mi flake ? If we 




Pet. Ill 


ii, the 


dare to niipett any fraud, you will remind us 

that it will become us io confukr how we cart 
pfify otirfehes cither in literary candour or * 
Chrijlian charity, &c. (p. 


.) And 

ftiall get very little by taking the other [pare 
of the] alternative , that Stephens omitted-thefe ; 
words by miftake. For, by the help of the 
\Travijian logic, which is of the fort that de¬ 
duces QUJDLIBET EX O.UOLIBET, I will prOVfi 

that Stephens omitted them upon the autho^ 
rity of manuferipts. Now he omitted them 
JT0T by mistake ; bccaufe he Would in that 

tafe have replaced in his fubfequent edition of 
1551, a pajjage Which he had left oui of this edi* 

lion by mere overfght . Not by mistake 
becaufe a man who had been fo painfully -accurate 

to point out in Ids errata the mifplacing of one 


10. 1 


we 


J 










comma 
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and the omiJJion of another, cannot be 


comma, 

fuppqfcd to have/offered two fuch important words 

to have efcoped his notice 

becaufe the words in quejlion are omitted in the 
edition of John Crifpin 1553, who was the 

friend andfellow-citizen of Robert Stephens, and 

tnufl be concluded to have publijked with his af- 
fijlance , for it is impojfible■ to fuppofe, that Crifpin 

would not, &c 

the Latin verfion in the edition, of 15 51 
is placed by the fide of the Greek, contains thefe 
•words, and muft confequently force them upon 
the attention of Stephens, whofe duty and interefi 
would confpire to make him mfert them in 

original, unleft he had (upon good grounds doubt - 

iefs) determined to re'eft them. If iiich labour¬ 
ed nothings (which I have faithfully imitat¬ 
ed from you, p. 57, 122, except that I have 
retrenched fome of your redundancies) had 
any force, what would they prove ? That a 
reading is fupported by authority* which, 
as far as I can learn, every man hitherto has 
believed to be a mere error &f the prefs, Yet 
this error palled at leaft four editions * with- 


Not by mistake 


Not by mistake ; becaufe 

which 


the 


* Stephens, fol. 155®. 8v©. 1553. Crlfo. 8va. 1551 

Fiaacf, fol, 1601. 


out 
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obfervation or correction. With refpecfc 

to the marginal numbers and the marks in the 

text, errors abound in Stephens’s edition. 
To fet this matter in a clear light, I will 
give a collation of two pages of the Apoca- 
lypfe 176—177. In thefe two pages Ste¬ 
phens’s margin omits eighteen various 
readings of the Complutenlian edition, and 

notes nineteen. Of thefe nineteen two are 

inaccurate and two palpably fatfe. Three 

times the femicircle which ou^ht to deter- 

O 

mine the quantity of te$t is omitted, and in 

fourth paflage it is at leaft once mifplaced 

for it is twice printed. Twenty-fix * faults in 

the compafs of two pages ! In Apoc. XV. 

2. is marked as wanting in two copies* 
whereas **» is extant in thofe copies and the 

four following words ik to? p dy [ixt os aJrou are 

wanting. If then Stephens could, as I have 
proved, place both his obelus and femicircle 
wrong, lam furely very moderate, when 
only contend for half of this miftake in a cafe 
of neceflity. I am certain at leaft, that the 

tremulous hall of orthodoxy mujl he a moll invi* 
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Tweaty-feren. See Paftfcript 
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Jibki if it vibrates within the narrow limits * of 

this momentous femicircle 

ght to have corrected this miftake, 
a miftake, in his errata.” Yes, to be fure he 
ought; fo’he ought to have corrected many 

others,fome of which I have men tioned; but he 
has not done it, and therefore no particular rea* 

Ion obliged him to do it here. The tranfpofi- 
tion of a ftop or a miftake in orthography, is 
eafily re£lified ; but thole errors, which are 
in truth of the greateft confequence, are at the 

fame time moft difficult to detect, a fophif- 

» 

ticated text or a falfified margiu. It was full 
as eafy to mifplace a femicircle as a comma, 
for they are nearly of the fame fize and lhape, 
and are frequently confounded in Stephens’s 
edition ; but if the lemicircle were mifplaced, 
it might elude all dilcovery, unlefs the edi¬ 
tor either carried all the various readings in 
his memory, or would undertake the pleafing 
talk of performing the whole collation anew. 
In Ihort, when we c on fide r, that thefe feven 
manuferipts of Stephens, on the one fup- 
pofition give a reading which has never been 


But Stephens 

if it was 


a 




Gibbon, Vol. II. p. 253. 4to. III. 335. 8vo. 


found 


G 
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found In any manufcript, Greek or Latins 
that they dcflroy the antithefis between heaven 

and earth , which the context, if the verfe were 
genuine would plainly demand; that Stephens 
often mifplaced his marks; that no manufcript 
can now be found in the library to which Ste¬ 
phens returned his manufcripts that exhibits 
this reading ; while on the other hand, if we 
only fuppofe a fugle fernicircle wrong placed, 
we (hall have a text agreeing with all the other 
Greek manufcripts, or at lead: with more than 

one hundred; when we add to this, that 

Wetflein found at Paris five manufcripts, 

which agreed with five of Stephens’s manu¬ 
fcripts in other places, but here contradicted 
his margin, none will hefitate to pronounce, 
that Stephens’s copies followed the herd, and 
omitted the feventh verfe, except only thofe, 

who by a diligent perufal of Tcrtullian have 

adopted his maxims of l eafoning, and meafure 

the mei its of their alient by the abfurdity * of 

the proportion to be believed. 


■* Crucifix us eft Dei filius ; non puclet, quia puden¬ 
dum eft : ef moituus eft Dei Situs: prorfus credibile eft, 
quia ineptum eft ; et fepultus refurrexit; ccrtum eft, quia 
impoiii bile eft. Tertullian de Cam: Cbrifti. 


5 - 


I have 
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I have already quoted the pali'age from 
Beza’s preface or dedication, which proves 
that he had not the ocular infpedtion of Ste¬ 
phens’s MSS. I have likewifc proved that 

Stephens, by his own confetfion, had them 

no longer in his power in the year 1552. 
might therefore lnfely difmils the fubjedl 

but it may poflibly divert the reader to fee 
Mr. Travis’s alacrity in blundering. You 
fay, that Beza detects mi flakes in R. Ste- 

1 

phens’s collation, whence you argue that 

Beza had the ufe of the fame MSS. A 
moft exquifite reafon ! Stephens, in print¬ 
ing the collation made by his foil Henry, 
fomctimes committed a mi flake ; Beza, by 

the help of H 

the miftake.* Is this fo hard to 

It is alio pleafant to obferve, that Emlyn tries 

prove a truth by a falfcbood, and that you 

For Be¬ 
za dctcdls no miftake in the p aft age to which 




autograph, cor reeled 


eiiry s 




conceive : 


to 


gravely follow him 


pp. 124 
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* Diftinguendum inter collationcm accuratam et editi 

onem collation is 


accuratam : Cl. dc Maftriclit accurate 

fed collationem non 


quiilem contulit codicem CarUreuin ; 
accurate edidit : 


quin plurima fupprciHt. 


Wetsteim. 


Proleg. p. 160 


G 2 


Emlvn 
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Emlyn refers, but perfectly agrees with Ste¬ 
phens’s margin *. But that the reader may 
fee what fluff has impofed upon fomeperfons 

for irrefragable reafoning, I will tranferibe a 

part of your note, p. 1 24 

been well worth Mr. Emlyn’s pains to 

have apprized us how Beza could poflibly 

have detected a miflake of this kind, in Ste¬ 
phens’s book of collations, unlefs by refort- 
ing to the mannferipts themfelves.” If this 
note did not proceed from the profoundeft 

State it in Englifh, and it 

How could Beza detect 
a miflake in Stephens’s printed collations, 
but by re for ting to the manuferipts from 
which Stephens printed thofe collations ? Pu - 

det quich..:i taUbtis immorari; fedqwdfacias ? Ut 
a dr: erf am funt, it a morem geras, et infra te non- 

ntmquam dtfeendas ntcejfe ejl. Again, “ Beza 

v 7 s in other places, ego in omnibus nojiris in- 
u. Sic legitur in omnibus, qua: quidem mihi 
tit [fixer e licuitf &c. The former of thefe notes 


It would have 


a 


■:ji * * # * 


ignorance * 
will anfwcr itfelf. 


f 




it 


i 1 


* Neque extant in Complutenfi editione neque in alio 

qusdam vetufto codice ex noftris. Beza ad Apoc. I. 11- 

Kmlyn underflood it as if it were qtaquam. 
nia nr. 


.«. Steph 


Beza 
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Beza had afterwards the modefty to with 
draw 

of the fame fort 

by a gentle interpretation, or be obliged to 
fix an imputation upon Beza, which would 
ill fuit his erudition , and ft ill worfe his piety . 
Beza too is fometimes very lax in his af- 
fertions, Matth. I. n. he at firft publilhed 
from an interpolated manufeript of Ste¬ 
phens, In his later editions he reftored the 

common reading; but that he might feem to 
have adopted the other upon better grounds 

and authority than he really had, he goes on, 
Robertus Stephanus ex vetu/Us codicibus excudit , 

&c. Now R. Stephens did never fo print it 

in his text, but only puts it in his margin as 
the reading of one fingle manulcript. Such 
was Theodore Beza’s good faith and exa&nefs 

in facred literature ! Befides, any impartial 
reader will be convinced by the conduct of 
Beza himfelf with regard to this verfe, that 
he had not the immediate ufe of Stephens’s 
manuferipts. For having written iu his fil'd 
and fecond editions, legimus et nos in nonnuilis 9 
he afterwards changed his tone, and in the 

fucceeding impreffions only fays* e$W in non* 

nulliso 


As for the other, and any exprefliotis 

we mu ft either foften them 


G 
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null is. How meek and modeit ! Such a fvveet 

tempered man as Beza, armed with the au¬ 
thority of fo many mamifciipts, would not 

have thundered his anathemas againft the 

Jefquihcretic * Erafmus for wrefKng the capital 
texts out of the hands of the faithful. In- 
ftead of charging the oppofers of this verfe 
with affiffing the devil, he is fo faint-hearted 

in his later editions, as to hint a doubt whe¬ 
ther the feventh verfe ought not to be ex¬ 
punged. If we may believe you, Sir, pp. 130, 
275, R. Stephens himfelf exprefslv declares 
that he had lent Beza the manuferipts, which 
he (Stephens) formerly uled. 1 with you 

would pay a little attention to the truth of 

your fa£ls, and not quote books without con - 
fulting them. Stephens is fo far from affirm¬ 
ing what you put into his mouth, that upon 
an attentive perufa], he would appear to af¬ 
firm the direct coutrarv. His words are, 
^nod ctd exemplar 1a all in el—-funt aatem cum alia 
turn ea omnia quae in. regis GaJlorum bibliotheca, 
extant , If they were then in the French 


* Attuli Novum Teftamcntum ab Erafmo verfum. 

Ab Erafmo f Aiunt ilium die fefqui-htzr ziicum 
mus Colloq. Adokfcentis et Scorti. 


Eras 


King’s 
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King’s library, how could Beza have them 
at Laufanne ? If Stephens had kept them 

and lent them to Bcza, he would have ex- 
prefled himfelf in this manner: —$Hce cxregis 

G. b. utenda ha bui—Quev r.v regis G. b. mi hi 

precar io data funt . Having at 1 a ft d i feu ft e d t he 

fubject of Stephens and Beza’s orthodox ma¬ 
il uferipts, I am compelled to decide (with 

forrow I pronounce it!) that they have dis¬ 
appeared ; perhaps they were too good for this 

world, and therefore are no longer vifible on 
earth. However, I acivile the true believers 

not to be dejected; for flnee all things loft 

from earth are treafured up in the lunar 
fphere, they may reft afl'ured, that thele va¬ 
luable relies are lafelv deposited in a fnug cor¬ 
ner of the moon, fit company for Con ft an- 

tine’s donation, Orlando’s wits, and Mr, 

Travis’s, learning, 


Postscript 


Though I am almoft afhamed to have 


o 


wafted fo many words upon fo plain and eaiy 

a fubjedt as Stephens’s man uferipts, I cannot 
forbear offering fome farther obfervations. 


The 


G 4 
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edition is fucli 


The beauty of Stephens 
that it dazzles the eyes of the ignorant be 


holder, and this circumnance, joined to the 
vulgar but erroneous perfuafion that Ste- 
ph ens’s editions are free from typographical 
errors, naturally creates a ftrong prejudice in 
favour of its corre&nefs. But all the learned 


ere agreed, that fcarcely any critical benefit 
can be derived from it. For inftead of giv¬ 
ing an accurate and particular defcription of 
his manufcripts ; what parts of the N. T. 

one contained : where it was mutilated 


every 

or defettive ; what was its probable age, &c. 

he leaves us to gather information where we 


a 


can find it. However, if he had fcrupuloufly 
noted all the various readings in his margin, 

and attributed each to its proper parent, we 
misht by a careful comnarilon of the exter- 

D i 

nal authority fince produced, and the intrin- 

fic goodnefs or badnefs of the readings, form 
a tolerable judgment upon the antiquity and 
merits of his manuferipts. But inftead of 
doing this, he has favoured us with only a 
part of the various readings, (probably lels 
than halfj and has frequently fet down a 

reading as from one manufeript which be¬ 


longed 
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longed to another. Of thirteen hundred va¬ 
rious readings of the Complutenfmn edition, 
he has omitted feven hundred ; of four upon 
the inoft curious place of the whole N* T. he 
has omitted three. Since therefore he has 

been fo negligent of a printed book, it is ut¬ 
terly unlikely that he (hould take more pains 
with his manufcripts, the majority of which 
were lefs eafy to read. Again : in his folio 
edition, Stephens was fo fervilely addicted to 

Erafmus (fee Mill, Proh p. 126) that though 

he follows his manufcripts only in thirty two 
places, and the Complutenfian in thirty one, 

he follows Erafmus’s fifth edition in ninety*? 
nine ! Surely then an edition to which he 


pays much more deference tlun to any other 

tingle authority, might deferve a place in his 
margin, when he defects it. To what motive 
lhall we aicribe Stephens’s obftinate filence 

I am inclined to think, he was afraid of ac 

knowledging himfelf indebted to an heretic 
for any afliftance in facrc-d criticiim 
much may ferve for omiflions 




Thus 

To the ex-? 


amples of error that I have produced in the 
body of my letter, I fhall now add a few more. 

John XVI. 14. If Stephens’s margin be 


cor 


rect 
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reft, feven of his copies read A«|t *|3 

A'/JvJ'fTfiH 

but every body clfe will quickly fee that the 
marginal note belongs to 

verfe. Ad IX. 31. a reading which mani- 

feftly belongs to one and the fame manufcript 

fplit into two, and the parts given to dif¬ 
ferent copies. Two of the proofs that Martin 

and Mr. Travis bring againft Le Long carry 

internal evidence againlt themfelves from the 

Ad. XXV. 14. 

i(?. toe. Upon the firft I have 

nothing to propofe ; the fecond ought, I be¬ 
lieve, to be, J. 1. 

fcriptsagree together in the fame chapter once 
againft all Stephens’s other authorities, and 

once againft all but the Complutenfian. The 
fame number is twice repeated in the margin 

of Apoc. XII. 

is this edition free (however that filly fancy 

has gained credit) from the moft glaring ty¬ 
pographical errors. Thus pages 212 and 2 r3 
are numbered 213 and 214, and in the run¬ 
ning titles of pages 85 and 212 

printed for MAPK. and etait. for npAEEII 

A&s IX. 24. ra Trv'xaj in the text ; 1 Cor. XVI 


for 


am 


Let Mr. Travis believe fo if he likes 




in the next 


£T* I 


IS 


very order of the numbers 

.XIII. 15. 


a* la. y\ 


for thele three manu 


IX * 


• (read <*. «r.) Nor 


2, a* if. if 


MAT0. is 
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14. *Y 'yarn is violently rent afunder, as I have 

I have counted above 

where the fcmicircle is omitted 2 


here reprefentcd ic. 

forty places 
fometimes neither the obelus nor the femicir 


cle appear; Rom. XVI. 24. Gal. 14. Some 

times neither figure of reference nor femicir 

cle ; John XI. 30. Afts V. 

Sometimes the text directs us to the margin 


VII. j; 




O 


for a various reading, where the margin is 

filent; Mark XIII. 19. Apoc. XVI. 1. Some¬ 


times the femicirde is twice printed ; 1 Cor. 

VII. 33* Apoc. II, 7. Sometimes the figure 

of reference is mifplaced 
Apoc. II. 2o» (corredt my former collation, p 

11. fometimes the femi 


Rom. XIII 


3 


29.) XXI. 6. XXII. 

circle ; Matth. V. 4S. XI. 2 


Ad. VII. 21.* 

&c, fometimes both the figure and fcmicircle : 

Yet none of thefe miflakes are 


j 


Act. 1 . 26 


rectified in the errata, where Stephens has 
been fo painfully accurate , 

Travis 


according to Mr. 
p. 58, 123, as to fet commas and 
points cxadly jright. If then thefe plain and 


Gal. IV. 


3 v. the femicirde is placed after the word 
which ought to follow in the next verfe 


V. 


The fame mifiakefor which we contend in 1 John 


1. 


V.7 


palpable 
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palpable faults, moll of which are fuch as 
the fmnlleft lhare of knowledge or attention 
would be fufficient to deteft, if thele could 
efcape Stephens or his corrector, how 
much more ealily might they mifs the 

error of this reference, for the difcovery of 
which a good memory, a ftrong judgment, 
or a painful attention was neceflary ? 

But fuppofing that R. Stephens, or any 
other editor, had affirmed in exprefs terms, 
that he poflefled {even manuferipts of the 
Catholic Epiftles, in which was read the 
verle, I John, V. 7, except the words hruT 

who would he bound to believe him ? 


C'J 

This ground is fo fmooth, eafy and plealant 

that the defenders of the fa id verfe are per 


petually pacing it over. After j 11 dicioufly im¬ 
proving a marginal abbreviation into a lolemn 

and formal all eve rat ion, which mull irrevo¬ 


cably decide the character of R. Stephens for 

honefty and veracity, they deafen us by bawl¬ 
ing in our ears old feraps of fermons again ft 
the crying fin of uncharit2blenefs. For my 
own part, I declare, that let any editor affirm, 
as pofitively as he will, that he has feveu 

manuferipts of an ancient author, coufentin 






m 
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certain reading; if an hundred manu 


in a 

fcripts of the fame author being afterwards 
collated are found all to agree in another read¬ 


ing, and to contradict the luppofed feven ma- 
nufcripts; whatever may be fuch an editor's 
general reputation for veracity, I (hall cer¬ 
tainly reject his teftimony in this particular, 
cither as a miftake, or (if his indilcreet friends 


will fuffer no compromife) as a wilful and 
deliberate untruth 


Tf U V 


u 


cuovrof a xtv 


irECTiOetfo axout v. In Horace, A* P. 65, palm 

has its fecond (yllable made fhort, contrary 
to a known canon, and the conftant ufage of 
all good Latin poets. And to render the cafe 

quite defperate, Servius and Prifcian expreflly 
cite the verfe for an example of this extraor¬ 
dinary licence. What fays Theodore Mar- 


emus to all this ? He produces, if we may take 

his word for it, ihe true reading from ancient 

par dments of Horace and Prifcian. Upon which 

Bentley obferves, frame frontem perfricare 

*Theodorum Marcilium , i 


in plain Englifh, that he 
is an impudent bar. And to Bentley’s fentence 

of condemnation, every perfon will fubferibe, 

except Mr. Travis and his profelytes, whofe 

literary candour and Chrifian charity will fuffer 


them 
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them to think evil of none but heretics* 
Ego buic iejx /, eitamfi juralo, qul tam manifejlo 
Jut nos vend'd, me non crediturum ejfe confirmo, 
(Mofheitn in Horfley’s Tracts, pp. 159, 355, 
489.) But I have no objection to put the 
debate upon a (hotter iflue. I will acknow¬ 
ledge the probability of Stephens’s margin 

being right in this place, if another paft'age 
in the whole N. T. can be found, wherever 
three of his manuferipts agree with each other, 
and differ from every copy fince examined. 

Twelve years before the appearance of Ste- 
ph ens’s firft edition, his father-in-law, Simon 
Colinaens, publifhed the Greek Teftament. 

Both Mill and Wetftein allow that he faith¬ 
fully followed his manuferipts, and Wetftein 
candidly vindicates him from Mill’s harfh 

ceil lure of rafhnefs and p resumption, rightly 

obferving, that Colinaens had few guides to 

not his will, was 
to blame. Thefe manuferipts, however, whe¬ 
ther good or bad, many or few, omitted 
1 John, V. 7 ; and conlequently Colin a? us 
leaves it out of his edition. If Colinazus bor¬ 
rowed his manuferipts from the royal library, 
they muft have been fome of thole that were 

after- 


follow, and that his poverty 


[ 95 j 


afterwards ufed by his lon-in-law* If they 
were his own or lent him by his friends, ftifl 
it is moft probable that Stephens knew of 
them, and endeavoured to procure them for 

the fervice of his own edition. But if any 
matiufcript of Coliincus containing the Catho¬ 
lic Epi files was afterwards ufed by Stephens* 

fince that manufeript certainly was deftitute 
of the three heavenly witnefles, it will 
furnifh a new proof, if proof be wanted, of the 

wrong pofition of the femicircle, in this me¬ 
morable fentence of Stephens’s edition. 

The freedom with which I have treated 
that great work (as Mr. Travis calls it, p. 129) 
may perhaps difpleafe feme of Stephens’s ido¬ 
laters ; but the invidious praifes that have 
been heaped upon it by ignorant or interefled 
perfons, have extorted thefe unpalatable truths. 
The early editions * of the N. T. confidered 

the publications of critics, are for the moft 

part worle executed than editions of profane 

authors, and owe 

their fcarcity or fpleiulour. But when I pafs 


as 


their chief value either to 


See Mr. Gricfljach’s preface to the fecond volume of 


his N. T; 


P* 13—29. 


this 
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this cenfure, I find fault not with the men 
but with the times. They did not then pof- 
(efs, nor if they had pofiefifed, would they 

have known how to employ, the materials 
that have fince been difcovered. 

Of Beza’s edition it is needlefs to fay more. 

As a critical work it has very little merit 

Ignorant of the true ufe of various readings 

he feldom mentions them but to fupport his 

own hypothefes ; to which godly purpole he 

warps both text and interpretation. He makes 

his commentary (as indeed he partly boafts 
himfelf) a vehicle for abufe upon Origen 
Erafmus, and Caftalio ; efpecially the latter 
againft whom he indulges, * without rejlraint 
the cxqnijite rancour of theological hatred, 

Ih ave faid that the words in ccslo are omit 

ted in no Latin manufmpt, though Martin, I 

know, tells us (Veritc, p. j 70O that thole 
words are marked in Hcntenius s ecn^on 1547, 
as wanting in five manuferipts. It feems to 
be the fate of this + marvellous text, to lead 














1 * 


* Gibbon, Vol. II. p. 284. 4to. Ilf. 377. 8vo 
+ Marlin, 


both 
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For Simon 


both friends and foes aitray 

himfelf, fpeaking of the edition of *547* 
fays, that it? commits the fame error as Ste¬ 
phen sY Greek, and marks only the words in 
ccslo as wanting in five manufcripts, inffead 
of marking the whole verfe. Whether Mar¬ 
tin was milled -by Simon or coined the error 
out of his own brain, I know not ; but I 
know, that unlefs there are different copies 


of Hentenius’s edition, which I hardly be¬ 
lieve/ Simbtfs aflertion is totally falfe. Fcr 

in the copy that I have feen, the whole feventh. 
verfe is comprehended between the obelus and 
the femicircle. Nor could it be otherwife. 


Hentetmis’s lilr of manufcripts includes the 
very Latin copies that Stephens had collated. 
Since, then, fourof Stephens’s manufcripts did 
certainly omit the whole feventh verfe, i 

no Jefs certain that, whatever Hentenius’s 


it was 


margin may feem to fay/ Hentenius himfelf 
meant to extend his 


marginal reference to the 
fame quantity of text. Perhaps Simon 

founded a republication of the book with the 
original edition 


con 


For the Antwerp edition 
of 157°' omits both obelus and femicircle ; 


II 


the 
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the Lyons edition 1573, P^ aces this mark J, 

which anfwers to the femicircle in other edi¬ 
tions, after the words in ccelo : the Antwerp 
edition 1572, thus represents the text, ‘ in c<alo-> 
and in the margin has this note '5. But 
thcfe miftakes are Set right in Lucas Bur¬ 
geons’s edition, Antw- 15/4* *583. Martin 
fome where fays, if I recollect, that Hen- 

tenius’s edition 1565, omits the words mctclo, 

but I believe him mlftaken. From thsfe 

facts it feems to me a certain conclufion, that 
Robert Stephens might ealily mifplace his 
lemieircle upon this verfe, when wc lee ist 

two other editions the felf fame error com¬ 
mitted in the very fame words- Still, if Mr. 

Travis wilhes to catch at a twig that may 

fave him from linking, I will be charitable 

enough to dire£t him to R. Stephens’s Lit in 

edition of 1545, but I expect his thanks fc-r 

the information. In that edition Robert has 

printed two verfions, which he calls the Old 

and the New; the Old is the received Vulgate, 

the New is a tranflation from the Greek, 

made by Robert, or by fome learned man 
under his inlpedtion. The Old, as might b 

expected 


1 
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expected, retains i John, V. 7 ; the New 

difmifies it from the text with ignominy, 
but puts a ttar after tejlimonium dant *, and 
adds in the marein 


Pater verbuin et fpi- 
ritus fan ft us et hi tres unum funt. Et tres 


it Ik 


£> 


funt qui teftimonium dant in terra fpiritua 

&c. he legunt quasdam exemplaria Graica* 
Bengelius referring to this edition fays 

Latina Stephani biblia lunulam fuo loco ex- 

hibent, et difertam in margine habent an- 
riotationem : Sic legunt (i'cil. in coelo Pater , 

reliqua) qua dam exemplaria Graca Britannicus 
NEMPE codex et Complutenjis juxta Hieronymi 
letiwnem Nullum alium habuit quem 
ciraret.” But De Mifly (Journ. Brit. IX. 

p. 63) taking Bengelius‘ , s explanation for 

Stephens’s own words, bewildered himfclf 
in hunting for an edition that never exifted. 


< 1 * 




Now, if we put this marginal note to the 

torture, it will fpeak at leatt, and confefs 

tlmt lome of its matter's 


Greek manuferipts 

ccelo ; for, upon adding 
margin together, they will 

erics, bating thofe two 


omitted the words in 
the text and the 
exaftly make up two 


v 


* N. B. Bengelius’s words are printed in the Italic cha 
rafter ;ii I have here reprefented them. 


If 2 


wo r d 


LET 
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LETTER V 




SIR 




A SSURE you that I lay a grievous tax 

upon my patience, when I condefcend to 

throw away a few lines upon the Greek 
manufcripes, fuppofed to belong to the Lou¬ 
vain divines, In your firft edition you were 

pleafed, p, 13, to quote their words in this 
Uianner: “ The reading of this text is fop- 

ported by very many Latin copies, and alfo 

by two Greek copies produced by Erafmus , 
one in England , the other in Spain , JVe have , 

our [elves, feen feveral others like ihefe. This 
verfe is alfo found,” &c. For this quotation 

you refer to Simon* Hift, des Verf. c. II. 

But in your fecond edition 

fentence is added ,* “ The Kina’s 

O 

with the Spanl/h manufeript in 

as well as in every other, IVe have ourfelves 
&C- Mai tin had omitted the fame fentence 4 

mi 


p. 323, a fhort 




Bible agrees 

this paflkge 








H 
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IO 


you implicitly copy him. To fay the truth, 
notwithstanding all my candour, of which 

have told you fo often, that it is impoflible 
for you either to doubt or forget it, this place 
made me almoft fulpe£t that worthy old gen¬ 
tleman’s lincerity. For he argues from the 

dole connection of the two ientenccs, that 

the Louvain divines can only mean maini- 

feripts, by the words “ Several others,” Ces 

doSieurs far lo lent des manuferits—dire done la- 

dejfus et tout d’une suite, “ nous en avons 
*vu plufieurs autres femblablesrieji cc pas dire , 
nuilsavoient vti plufeurs autres manuferits Grecs ? 

Martin rightly refers to Simon, c. 11. but you, 
Sir, in evil hour took the Arabic for Roman 

numerals, and referred to c. II. What a 

quantity of belief fome men have! Can the 
Roman Catholics fhew fuch a faith as Mr. 
Travis’s, who believes the infallibility of every 

individual, author, tranflator, tranferiber, or 

printer, that is not tainted with herefy. 
But let us look at the Latin of the Louvaiu 
divines (or rather of Lucas Brugenfis.) Lati* 
riorum librorum plurimi Juffragantur , quibus con - 

fentientes duos Gracos codices , unum B ritannicum f 
alterum Hifpanicttm , Erafmus profert ; Hifpanico 




ut 
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muitos aim 


nt ubique et hie con for mis tji Regius 

his confonantes vidimus . Since editions as well 

manuferipts are here called by the general 
name of codices (for Hifpantcus codex , which 
you have tranfubftantiated into a Spanifh 

mamifcript, is the Complutenfian edition, and 

Regius Mont anus's edition, which in this paf- 

iage exactly agrees with the Complutenfian) 

none but filch quickfightcd critics as you and 
Martin could have made the next words. 


as 


muitos alios , fignify manuferipts. The pro¬ 
per conftruttion of the feutence is this : Moll 

Latin manuferipts agree in this reading, to¬ 
gether with Erafmus’s Britifh Greek manu- 
feript, the Complutenfian and Montanus’s 
editions, and many others that we have feen. 
If a fhadow of doubt can Hill remain, it will 
vaniih when we learn that Lucas Brugenfis 

publilhed his annotations in 1580, 4to, fe- 
parately, and afterwards in folio, fubjoined to 
the edition of 1583. The note upon 1 John, 
V. 7, in both thefe editions is nearly the 

lame in fubfiance with the note already 
quoted, but varies confiderably in the words. 

He there exprefles himfelf in fo plain a man¬ 
ner, that I Ihould be amazed how Martin, 

bijrot 


4 
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bigot as he was, could refill fuch evidence 

when it was laid before him by Emlyn, un- 
lefs I knew what wonders obftinacy and pre¬ 
judice can perform. £*uod pro text us left ion e 

facile ctti Grace a Complutenjis editio et qua 7 . ex 
ea funt, cum alus quas vidimus non paucis con - 
fonant . Take another fpecimen of obftinacy. 
Martin ftoutly denies that the Louvain divines 

meant to inlinuate any doubt concerning Ste¬ 
phens’s lemicircle by the words, inter omnes 
Stephani codices , nc unus cjl nui dijfideat , njfi quod 
Jeptem duntaxat ts in cqelo confodimt, si tamen 

SEMICIRCULUS LECTIONIS DE3IGNANS TERMI- 

NUM SUO LOCO SIT COLLOCATUS. A lid YOU, 

Sir, feem to be of the lame opinion with your 
principal, by breaking off your tranflation at 
the word confodiuni. The Louvain divines 
therefore have affirmed * nothing about Greek 
manuferipts, and there is no need of difprov¬ 
ing what was never affirmed. 

Make room there for the Irifh evidence ! 

I 

His tellimony, like your Vidor’s, p. $3, 112, 


* The Louvain divines affirm, that this verfe exlAed 
in feveral ancient Greek manuferipts of their rimes : and 
their affirmation has never been difproved. Travis , p. 
105, 323. 
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clear and pointed. The Alexan¬ 
drian and Vatican witnefles. are grown old, 
and their memory is fo decayed with length 
of years, that they cannot recollect a lyllabk 
of the difputed verfe. But this deponent 
is in the full vigour of his intellect, of found 

mind and memory. And this deponent 
maketh oath, and faith, that there are three 

that bear record in heaven , &c. All that is 

needful, you know, Sir, to give this witnefs 
a decent degree of credibility, is to (hew that 
he is come to years of diferetion; for the 

h 

malicious pleaders on the other fide maintain 
that he is too young to be admitted to take 
oath. But you and your brother-counfellor 

Martin prove the age of your principal evi* 

dence by two arguments. The fir ft is, that 
he carries a certificate of his birth about him. 
This certificate, upon being examined, turns 

out to be a certificate of the birth of one of 


is POSITIVE 


his anceftors, who lived fifteen hundred years 
before him. Or, to drop this inimitable alle¬ 
gory, the manufeript fays in a poftfeript, that 

the Gofipel of Mark was written ten x?° vot 


.after the afeenfion. That is to lay, according 


to 
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to Martin’s glofs, this manufcript was writ¬ 
ten in the eleventh century. I fhall never like 
that ugly word x?° vci again. Why did the 

tranferiber write and not 
Js too plain ; to expole a brace of painful di 

vines to the feoffs of heretics and infidels 


? His view 


err 


Wet Hein, Prol. 
p. 52, and De Miflv, Journ. Brit. IX. p. 61, 

had ridiculed this grofs error of Martin ; but 
alas! Sir, you had read through none of 
thefe when you publilhcd your fir ft edition. 
I Ihould not have mentioned this circum- 
ftance a fecond time, if vou had not ret rafted 


Emlyn, Vol. II. p. 




/ 


your miftake in fo ungracious a manner, that 
the recantation lerves only to aggravate the 
offence. For 


a reluctant and imperfect 
tetrad ion is more unfeemly than the JirJi error , 

be it ever fo enormous . However, the other 

reafon ft ill fubfifts in full force to prove the 

antiquity of the Dublin xnanufeript. 


* 'J 




t 


* Dr. Horsley’s Xth letter to Dr. Prieftly, TraflSj 

p. 186. But you allow it with fo ill a grace , with fo 

much rtlu fiance and Jhuffing about it t at tabes off all the 

tredit of a liberal and ingenuous eoncejjion , Middleton 

to Pearce, VoJ, III, p. 171, 8vo. 


has 
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over the i 


has double points,” fay vou 
and r, and Montfaucon (a proper judge in 
fuch a cafe) informs us that fuch “was the 

But this ar- 






fafhion a thoufand years ago. 
gument is not quite decifive, unlefe you can 
prove thefe points never to have been in 
fafhion fmce. Now I have fecn many manu- 




fcripts of the fourteenth and fifteenth cen¬ 
turies with plenty of double points over the 
vowels. I have alfo feen two imitations of 
the fpurious verfe as it is written in this very 
manufcript, and though they are not fo exa& 
Sis I wifh, I fee that the Dublin manu 

fcript is certainly not earlier than the fifteenth 
and pofiibly as late as the fixteenth century. 
I fee too, that this is the codex Britannic us of 

Erafmus. But this conclufion is controverted, 
becaufe the Dublin manufcript has iLytov in 

the feventh, and oi before /*af-Tufoui»n< in the 
eighth verfe, both which are omitted in Eraf- 
mus’s t ran fcript of the codex Brit amicus . 
Therefore fay Martin and you very wittily. 


i l 


Marts a 
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Travis t p. 69, X49. 

It is impoflible that the 
famemanufcriptfhould dif¬ 
fer from itfelf; or, in other 

words* be the fame , and 

■ 

yet not the fame manu- 
fcript. 

To this m after piece of reafoning and compo - 
ftion , I anfwer, 1. That the place wliere the 
manufci'ipt has been found, countenances my 
fuppofition. What more likely than that a 
mamifcript which was found in England, 
about the year 1520, fliould be carried into 

Ireland, and there remain in quiet till the 

revival of the controverfy. concerning this 

celebrated verle drew it from obfeurity 

2. Erafmus was a very rapid writer, and his 

hand was often not over-legible. We know 

that he was in a great hurry when he com* 

po-fed his apology again ft S tunica, and there¬ 
fore might Kimfelf omit a word, or his print¬ 
ers might overlook it. 3. Erafmus, when 
be fir ft added the feventh verfe in his third 

I 

edition, infer ted »V ,ov in his text, though he 

left it out of his notes. He had not then feen 

4 

t the-Comp l u ten fi an edition. It is not prob¬ 
able 


Afar tin , Veritc, p. 3 01 * 

(174. Engl.) 

It is impoflible that one 
and the fame manufeript 
(hould actually have and 

I 

not have the fame words, 

the fame fyllables. 
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able that he added it of his bwn mere motion 
from the Vulgate* It is therefore probable 
that his original extradfc contained the epithet 
but that Erafinus in copying it ha fitly, made 

the omiflkin. 4* The omifiion of the article 

# 

is fo trifling in itfelf, fo eafy for a modern 
tranferiber to fnake, that to lav anv ftrefs 




01 


upon fuch an argument, proves a deplorable. 

firarcity of better. You, Sir, efpecially, have 

the lefs caufe to infill: upon it y who in quot>' 

ing the eighth verfe from the Complutenfian 

287. ed. 2 

5. Erafmus 

has elfewhere committed fimilar or greater 
miftakes in copying. He quotes a fentence 

from Theophylaft (Wetficin, Prol. p. 124,) 
which, by leaving out 

fcVOJJTOU for T0*V 


edition, p, 79. ed. 1 


pp. 172, 
omit the article to before 




and writing 
he- has turned either 




T0\J 


£t^0>)TOlf TOb, 

into nonfenfe or impiety 
fed through all his five editions. But you may 
prove by the help of your mjirum , that the 
nufeript ofTheophylaft, quoted by Wetftein 
is not the manufeript which Erafinus uled 
6. A general and remarkable conformity, 
as 1 have before obferved, is in thefe cafes 

flronger argument for the affirmative,than a few 

disagreements for the negative. The omifiion 


And this error paf- 








of 
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of the article fix times, and of the whole final 

claufe of the eighth verfe, is a fufficient proof 

that the Dublin MS. is the codex Britannkus 

of Erafmus, a proof not at all weakened by 
the additional omillions of Erafmus's tran- 

fcript. But I dare fay that you will be better 

pleafed with ail illuftration taken (ex Junto 

lucent) from your own appendix, p 
which contains, among other curious things, 

the preface of the Complutenfian editors, and 

their note upon the famous verfe. In tran- 
fcribing the preface you have written et for 

quod, quod for quant, epijlohu for epiflolam , cut- 
que * in your firft, and quicqttid in your lecond 

edition for quicquani , quod for quia, aliquo for 

altquando, collocato in your firfl and collocare in 

your lecond edition for collocate (i. e. collocato. 
you have alio omitted cx before apojlolica . In the 
note, though not very long, you have omitted 
et after ibidem , and s. (1. e. f( ilicet) after terra . 
I fhallexcule vour lectori for ieflorem , and 
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* Caique and collocato are altered to quicquid and collo- 
care in the larger lift of errata to the hrft edition. I love a 
wary and judicious critic, who exchanges one blunder for 
another, and calls it correcting. You are a wife man, 
Mr, Forefight; if you do wror.g , it is with a great deal of 

conjideration and difretion and caution. 


nobis 


[ T 

polls—iam for non — -fed, becaufe they are 
amended in the fecond edition. Might we 

not argue from thefe variations, that Mr* 
Travis did not copy that part of his appen¬ 
dix from the Complutenfian edition, or that 
he ufed a copy of that edition differing from 

all the others ? But not to trifle any longer, 
experience teaches us, that fuch deviations from 
originals happen every day in copying, and 
either hafte or ignorance will fufficiently ac¬ 
count for them. I fhall therefore equally 
divide the reafoils between Erafmus and you. 

Erafmus himlelf confeffes hajle ; and your hu¬ 
mility, Sir, is fuch, that I know you will 
plead guilty to the charge of ignorance , to 
which 1 fhall fubjoin a civil queftion; what 
bufinels has a man to prate about manuferipta 

and points of criticifm, who cannot conftrue 
a Latin fentence, or read a printed book ? 

Erafmus faid, in his an fiver to Lee, that if 
he had found a lingle Greek manufeript con¬ 
taining the three heavenly witnefles, he would 
have inferted them in his text. You, Sir, 
p. 8, think this conduft of Erafmus mean; 
Till the duties of an editor are exadlly afeer- 
tained and defined, this charge may well be 

fpared. 
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ipared. But whether mean or not, the words 
of. ICrafmus might feem a kind of advertife- 

meut requefting any perfon who knew of 

manufeript, to give him notice of 


fttch a 

i 

it.His induftrious friends in England im¬ 
mediately began a ftridt fearch, and were fo 

fortunate, in the interval between the fecond 

and. third editions, as to difcover a copy after 

their own heart. How fenfonable was this 


afli(lance in fo critical a jun&ure ! Scarcely 
was Lord Peter more fucccfsful, when, after 
vainly hunting a long time in his father’s will 

for a precept or permifuon to wear flame- 

coloured fat tin, he called to mind a codicil 

* 

written by a dog-keeper of his grandfather’s, 

that, as good luck would have it, talked a 
-great deal- about that fame flame-coloured 

iattin. I have laid, that Erafmus never faw 

the Codex Britannic us, but had only an ex- 

m/ 

trdtt from it. It could not be expected that 
two luch fturdy antagonifts would let this 
pafs without difpute. Firft Simon’s acknow¬ 
ledgment, as you call it, p. 64, 13S, is quoted 
to prove that Erafmus actually faw the manu- 
feript. You ought to know. Sir, that 110 

mail is free from flight errors of this kind, 

which 
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which are never to be taken for deliberate 
Opinions oJ: after tions in which the writer 

flakes his veracity. Simon indeed fays, that 

Erafmus inferted the difputed verfe in his 
third edition from a manuicript that he had 

feen in England. But Simon (who is fome- 
times a little hafty and negligent) had no 
other means of information than Erafmus’s 
own words. Where then does Erafmus fay* 
that he faw the manufeript ? In two pi aces» 

you anfwer, p. 139, ed. 2, which you thus 

1 

quote, In codice, unde contuli in Anglia fu - 
ijje feriptum , &c. Coilationis negotium perege- 
iiAM in Angltd, &c. “ Thefe are his words 

you fay, “ when difeourfing on this Britifh 
copy. You will grant, I fuppofe, that 
Erafmus collated this manufeript, if he col¬ 
lated it at all, between the years 1519 and 

1522, the dates of his fecond and third edi-» 

tions. But the biographers agree that he 

iiot in England after the year 1518. 

could not therefore collate the manufeript 

England, and confequently in this paflage he 

cannot mean the manufeript, which upon 
t John, V 

The fame anfwer will ferve for the other fen- 

I teiice 




9 J 


was 


He 


11 


he calls the Codex Britannicus 


/> 
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fence. IT he performed the bufvnefs of col¬ 
lation in England, he performed it in or be¬ 
fore 1518, before he knew any riling of this 
manufeript. Thus it appears even from youf 
own account, that your proofs turn a gain ft 
yourfelf, or at leaft do you no fcrvicc. The 

fa£t is, that Erafmus carried over his manu- 
feripts from Germany to England, and there 
prepared part of his edition. He fays, there¬ 
fore, Collatirmh negotium peregeram in j$n%!ia et 

in Brabantia. The three laft words you 

have fuppreiled, J doubt not, for the fake of 
brevity. Cotlatio is the general work of col¬ 
lation, not the collation of a fmgle mauu- 

feript. Do you think that Erafmus collated 
his Britifh manufeript partly in England and 

partly in Brabant ? If the reader has not 
Erafmus’s works at hand, let him confult 

Wetllein, Prol. p. 125, where both the paf- 

fages above mentioned are quoted at length, 

and he will lee that they have not the fmalleft 

reference to the Codex Britannicus. But when 
Erafmus ipeaks for certain of this manufeript, 
what are then his words ? Surely not weaker 
than, Reppcrj\ vidi y infpexi codicem a pud An¬ 
gles ; or monflratus eji miht\ tnifjus cjl codex ab 
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Nothing lefs. Repert'us efl codex 

Could he have uled fuch uti- 


jVngliS) See. 
a pud Anglos. 
certain, and indefinite language, if he had 

ipoken from ocular infpettion ? Or would he 
have been contented with hinting his fufpi- 


cion that the m an ulcri pt was cor reeled from 
the Latin verfion, if he had examined it him- 
felf ? He would then have been enabled from 


a comparifon of other places, to decide whe¬ 
ther it were fo cor retted or not. Now, if 
the Dublin MS. has the Latin divifion of 


chapters, (which is YVetftcin’s opinion, Prol. 
P- 5 2 ) Erafmus’s fufpicion was very jufl» 

But you, Sir, in your next edition will clear 
up this circumftance. For as I hear that you 
have lately vifited Ireland, 1 take for granted 
that you have diligently examined 
ment io refpettable, that, as 

allures us, divine Providence has vifibly watched 
for its prefervation 


a monu 


M a r 1 1 n pofitively 




In the mean time, to 

fhew that the Codex Britannicus did not bor * 


La Providence divin 


qui vcille vifibleincnt pour 
maintenir dans PEglife la verirc d’un Texte li refpetfable 

m'a fait venirentre ]es mains 


par la do£lrinc qu^il contient 

1’Extrait d'un 


ancient Alarmfer it Grec. &c. 


V eritc 


p. 271 


I % 


row 
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row r John, V. 7, from the Latin Verfion, 

you again produce your favourite proof, the 
omifhoi) of the word But if Eralmus 

himfelfomitted through overfight, what 
becomes of this Achillean argument. 

was really ah fen t from the Codex Britannicus, 

might not an interpolator omit it ? You feem 

to think that nothing lcfs than abfolute uni¬ 
formity will prove one writer to have copied 
another. If fuch be ydfur opinion, long may 
vou live to enjoy it, for upon the commonly 
received principles of reasoning, you will 
be confuted in a moment; but if we grant 

you only the truth of a few iinpoflibilitie 

you will undertake, like Belial or Socrates, 
to make the worfe appear the better reafon . 

Though I fhould admit, what I now deny, 
that the Codex Britannicus was different from 

the Dublin MS. the omiffion of £yi would 

■ 

not prove your point, unlefs all the manu* 

feripts of the Vulgate agreed in retaining 
fincius. But I my lei f have feen two Latin 

lmuufcripts in which that epithet is omitted; 

and Mr. Travis might have remembered that 

* Milton, P. L. II. 113. Plato, Apol. Socr. p. ig. 

the 


If it 


s 




Sftran, 
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the fame word is omitted in four of his own 
examples from the Latin writers, p. 28 
The conclufions which I draw from thefe 

1. That the Codex Br/tannicus is the 

called Duhlinenfis or Mont- 

2. That it contains the controverted 


2 T. 


a 


rafts are, 

MS. now 

fortius. 


palTnge tranflated in a bungling manner from 
the modem copies of the Vulgate. For the 
omiflion of the final claufe of the ei ghth verfe 
is peculiar to them. 3. That it was probably 
written about the year 1520, and interpolated 
in this place for the pnrpofe of deceiving 
Erafmus, This hypothefis will explain how 
it fo fuddenly appeared when it was wanted, 
and how it difappeared as fuddenly after 

having atchievcd the glorious exploit for 
which it was defhned. It might have been 
hazardous to expofe its tender and infantine 


form to barbarous critics. They would per¬ 
haps have thrown brutal afperfions upon its 
charafter, from which it might never have 

The frefhnefs of the ink and 


recove red 

materials might then have led to a deteftion 
of the impofture; hut time would gradually 
render fuch an event lefs probable in itfelf, 

aud lefs hurtful initsconfequences. 


I mall 




0 
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' I (hall pafs over in (Hence the mamcfuL 
attacks on Erafmus, pp. 145—147, 348; 

U 

where in flead of accounting for his conduct 
from liis natural timidity, and die violent 
clamours of his enemies, you make it fpring 
from (lieer Arianifm, villainy and hypocrify. 

Whoever fairly confidcrs the temper of the 

times, and the peculiar fituation of Eraf- 

mus, will find much greater reafon to 

applaud his fincerity than to ccnfure his 
prudence. 

La Croze, a pro foiled Trinitarian (though, 

I fear, * (the leaven of Arianifm fermented with¬ 
in his mind) affirmed that the Berlin manu- 

feript was copied from the Complutenfian 

edition. Mais [M. Travis] femhle faire peu 

de cas du j ugement de AT. La Croze. Cel a ne 
fed pas tnal d quiccnquc fait grand cas de celui 

de M. Martin+. In confequence of this per- 

luafion, you retail Martin’s reafons of ft raw ; 

the firft of which is, that the Eledtor pur- 

chaled the manufeript for 200 crowns. This, 

it mu ft be owned, proves the antiquity 


* Compare p. 146 with p. 162* 

4 De Mifly, Journal Brit. IX. p. 78 


Of 
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of the manufcript not lefs clearly than the 

expences of Cardinal Ximenes prove the learn- 

diligence, and fidelity of his illujlrious 
congregated divines ; (pp. 179, 183) not ieis 
clearly than the immenle price that the Duke 
of Lauderdale paid for Captain Thornton's 
bible*, proves the genuinenefs of that bible. 

2. Hendrcichius, Saubertus, Tollius, Jabloniki, 
Spanheim, believed it ancient. Did thefe 
five men, or any of them, give their opinion 

after a careful examination ? Did they perfift 

in their opinion after doubts to tbe prejudice 
of the manufcript had been hinted ? When a 
critic dete&s a forgery that has for fome time 

impofed upon the world, his difeovery cafls no 

imputation upon thefe learned men who have 
been hitherto deceived. Befides, if La Croze 


inj 


convinced Spanheim and Hendrcichius that 

the manufcript was a forgery, their 
lion is more 


conver- 

than equivalent to the hafty opi- 

La Croze affirmed 


nions of fiftv others. 


d' 


that he had made tbe matter plain to Martin 
himfelf, whereas Martin denied that La Croze 

had made it plain to him ; and La Croze 


ever 


Lewis's Ififtory of Englifh Tranflation 


P- 47—'49. 




ed. Svo 
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never 
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never replied ; but left that venerable Seniot- 

matter of the field. I fee no great difagree- 

lnent in thefe after t ions. I take La Croze tQ 

* 

mean, that he had given fufficient reafons 
for his opinion, and that Martin knew of 

thofe reafons. I believe therefore that La 

' H 

Croze was not mittaken in the nature and 


force of his proofs, but in the nature and 
force of his patient, whofe cafe would have 


baffled the united powers of reafon and helle¬ 
bore. But why did not La Croze reply? If 

his excufe be unfatisfa&ory, as given by 

Wetftein, Prol. p. 59, and by you, p. 165, 

take ids own words from the Journal Britan- 

inque, XI. p. 90. Le bon homme M. Martin, 
navoii aucun gout ni aucun meritc critique . Le 
refbect quefai cru devoir a fon age et a fon carac - 
th e m a einpeche de lui repondre. 11 aiiroit mieux 

4. Thus far you 

Now you pre- 

The Berlin ma- 


fait de fe melcr de prechcr 


have only been fkirmilhin<r. 
pare for a decifive action, 
liufcript is not a tranfeript from the Complu- 
tenfian edition, becaule it differs in many 

\Iartin had occupied the fame 
ground, and to maintain it, had intrenched 
himfelf in twenty-three choice examples, 
twelve of which you borrowed in your firll 

edition 


D 


<£ 




11; 
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edition, without confultingtheComplutenfian. 

Ia your fecond edition, either by the fuggeftion 

of a friend or your own collation, you detected 
two miftakes adopted from Martin, and the lift 
of examples dwindles to ten. However, Mr. 
Travis’s arguments are like the Sibyl’s books ; 
they contain information of equal truth, and 
they increafe in value by the diminution of 

(Quantity. - One of the examples is fo im¬ 
portant that I cannot help quoting it. 

[Mattfc.] VI. 13, the Complutenfian edition 

has the doxology complete—of which the 
Berlin mauufeript has not a fingle word 
Thus you had faithfully tranferibed from 
Martin in your hr ft edition, p. 76. Now 
the Complutcnlian edition (as you have fincc 
learned) omits the doxology in the text, and 

gives the reafons for this omiflion in the mar- 


In 






Would not a writer, who had any re 


gin. 

gard for the public or for his own charatter 


upon the dilcovery of fuch a iniftake, blot 

out the whole fentence ? You, Sir, in your 

fecond edition 


repeat the falfhood 


16 


P* 


/> 


with uublufliing forehead, letdown the fame 

O 7 

aft -Ttion, and qualify it with this elegant note: 

“ This doxology ftands in the margin of the 
Complutcnlian T eft a meat 




Iqe argumenc 

then 

h 
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then is, by your own confeflion, either falfe or 

trifling, and proves nothing but the ignorance 

;varic at ion of its owner. But fome 


or 


pr 


writers feem to be incapable of diftinguiui 


ing text from margin, originals from tranfla- 

Let 


tions, or manufcripts from editions 
the reader attend to the next oblervation ; for 


the words of the wife, fays John Dennis, 

In eight of thefe examples 




are precious, 
this manufeript agrees with one or more of 
the manufcripts of Robert Stephens ; in one 

example with a manufeript of Cafaubon ; in 
two with the Codex Montfortius ; in one with 
the manufcripts of Saubertus ; in three with 

the celebrated manufeript of Cambridge ; and 


in the laft example with the lull more cele 
bra ted manufeript of Alexandria. 
which you molt logically infer, p. 169, 

“ THAT IT IS IMPOSSIBLE FOR THE BERLIN 




From all 


MANUSCRIPT TO BE A TRANSCRIPT FROM 

THE COMPLUTENSIAN EDITION. 

verfe mu ft thofe men b 

fuch a proof! But to ftrip the unbelievers 

of all defence, Mr. Zoellneris at hand in the 

appendix, p. 56, with fix frelh examples. 
And yet loth as I am to diflent from Mr. 

Travis- 


j y 


How per- 

that can withftand 
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Travis, I am here compelled to It by the 
reaions which La Croze and Mr. Griefbach. 

(Symbol. Crit. p. clxxxi—cxcii.) have 
given for the contrary opinion. I (hall only 

mention feven or eight. 

1. The Berlin manufcript has all the 

marks of novelty, iuch as frcfh chalk, 
parchment, (ink not pale from its 

antiquity, but its natural weaknefs, 

adds La Croze,) &c. Mr. Zoellncr, 

who, to fay the truth, fpeaks more like 

■ 

an advocate than like a judge *, con- 
fefies that thefe appearances are fuf- 

i 

picious, and makes 3. very feeble 
anfwer, the amount of which is, 

that in his opinion a manufcript of 

Suetonius, written in 1472, looks 

■ 

rather younger than even the Berlin 
manufcript. 

2, The characters refemble no manufcript 

whatever that has yet been (een, 
but are very like the types of the 

Complutenfian edition. 


* Dixerit for fan codicis Raviani fautor-^Ncc tamen 

hie clabendi rima cqdicis Raviani defenforibus dee ft. 


P* 54> 59 


It 
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. It is written without accents and 

fpirits. It ought, therefore, to be above 
a thoufand years old. But as I fup- 
pofe you will fcarcely believe it to be 
quite fo old (though 1 am far from 
wifhtng to flint you in your faith) I 
fliall conclude that it is a copy of the 

Complutenfian edition, which is alfo 

deflitute of accents and fpirits. 

f Though La Croze calls it a tran- 

fcript, even to the faults of the im- 

preftion, yet critics, as De Mifiy ob- 

ferves, never expedl fuch a conformity 
as there is between ten and twice Jive ; 
becaufe it is next to impoflible to tran- 
fcribe a book fo lar^e as the New Tef- 

o 

tament without making many devi¬ 
ations. But you and Martin take it 

fora firfl principle, that no book can 

be copied from another, unlefs both 

agree cxa&ly in every word, ly liable, 

■ 

letter, and comma. 

. A general and remarkable likenels is 

allowed; and that, as I have more 
than once obferved, is in thefe cafes 

reckoned fufficient. Since La Croze 

fuppofes 
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fuppofes the impofture to be the joint 
produft of fraud and folly, it is 
no wonder that differences from the 

original are occafionally found, fome 
the offspring of knavery and fome of 

ignorance. 

6 . Thefe differences are ft rewed more 

plentifully through the Gofpel of 
Matthew than any other part of tha 
book. Who perceives not the drift 

of this contrivance ? That if any mo- 

role critic fhould chance to collate the 

manufcnpt with the Complutenfian 
edition, he might be deceived by the 
apparent variation before he had ex¬ 
amined too far. Nempe cailtde Jibipro~ 
Jpexit impojlor , ut in quovis N. *T. libro — 
in promtu cjfct locus anus ei hem alter a 

Comptutetji edit tone manifejie difcrepans y 
quo commodum uit pojfet adverfus eos 9 
quibus fraus fuboleret. Atque ob eandeni 
banc caufam prccul dubio p lures Matt hao 
ad/perje J'unt le£tmes y See’. 


* 


Griesbach, Symb. Crit. p. cxc. 


. The 
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y. The difputed verfe in this- matin 

fcript exactly reprefents the readin 

of the Complutenfian edition ; and, 

S. Laftly, every one of the fixteen dif¬ 
ferent readings produced by you and 
Mr. Zoellner may be found in the 

margin of R. Stephens’s edition. In 

fliort, every circumftance favours La 
Croze’s determination, that the Ber¬ 
lin manu fcript was copied by an ig¬ 
norant tranicriber from the Complu- 

ten dan edition, with corrections here 

and there interiperfed by his knavifh 

employer from Stephens’s margin. It 
in (lead of the eloquent paragraph 
which I have quoted above, you had 
been content with this fliort and Am¬ 
ple expreffion 

thele examples, the Berlin manu- 
feript agrees with Stephens’s mar¬ 
gin, your argument would have re¬ 
coiled upon yourfelf, the forgery 
would have Hared us in the face, and 
the indignant reader would have ex¬ 
claimed with Mr. Griefbach, itaque 

j a m 


rr 




F 


In every one of 
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jam tenetur falfarius , mamfcjio fur to pre - 

henfus 

The calculation at which I hinted in my 
IVcond letter* p. 22, is (if that be poflible) 
falfer and fuller of miftake than the reft: of 
the work. You aflert, p. 282, that Wetftein’s 
No. 49, contains only the Goipel of Mar,k, 
when Wetftein himfelf tells us, that it has 
alfo fcholia upon the catholic epiftles. Per¬ 
haps you think that the reading of the text 

can never be afcertained from fcholia. 

fuch be your notions, why do you not ex¬ 
plain them ? You would then believe an ab- 

furdity; now you aflert a falfehood. “ No. 56 
is no more than a collection of fome various 

readings noted in the margin of a printed 

book.” Is it therefore to be fet afide ? 
On the contrary, it is at leaft a good fingle 

authority. A learned man had collated the 

catholic epiftles with four manulcript.s in the 

Medicean library, and had marked the vari¬ 
ous readings in a copy of Raphclengius’s 
edition. Since therefore that edition contains 
the difputcd verle, if the collator had been 
iijent, it would not indeed have been certain 

that any of hi§ manufcripls agreed with the 

printed 




If 
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printed text; (though Martin and you would 

have improved this filencc into a demon- 

ftration;) but fince Wetftein fcts down 
No. 56, as agreeing with the other manu- 
fcripts, he could not a£t thus hut upon the 
a&ual information of the margin. 

In the following fen ten ce, Sir, I mud 

defire you to chufe between deliberate falfebcod 

and Jlrange mifapprehenjion 

five Greek manufcripts Wetftein admits that 
thofe marked 34, 44, 48, 51, 57, and 58, do 

exhibit this difputed paflhge. Six aflertions 
and five of them falfe 1 Wetftein only ad¬ 
mits, that No. 34, (the Dublin MS.) exhi¬ 
bits the difputed paflage* No. 44 fignifies 
Valla’s manufcripts; and Wetftein is fo far 

from admitting what you affirm, that he en¬ 
deavours to prove (as I have done more at 
large) exattly the reverfe. Numbers 48, 51, 

and 57, he fets down in the lift of inauu- 

■ 

fcriptsthat omit the three heavenly witnefles ; 
and you rightly obferve (from Mr. Griefbnch) 

in the fifth line preceding this fentence, that 

■ 

No. 58 is a duplicate of No* 22. If then 

Wetftein admitted that No* 58 retained the 

three heavenly witnefles, he would admit 

that 


Of thefe fixty 
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retained them. But he has 


that No 

£et down No. 22 in the omitting lift. Either 

therefore you poftefs a copy of Wetftein’s 
edition different from all other copies, and in 
it thefe important confeflions exift ; or, in five 
of your fix aftertions, l'ruth and you will be 

found in two fiorits ; and which are wc to believe ? 
I own that polireliefs alone would induce me 
to prefer the lady, even without the magni¬ 
ficent character that you give her, p. 127, 

That fhe is all fair and artlefs, uni- 




u 


374 

form and confiftent, fimple and fiucere.” 
Who (hall hereafter doubt of Mr. Travis’s 


Chriftian charity , when we find him thus 
honeftly doing juftice to his inveterate enemy ? 

You charge Mr. Gibbon, p. 126, 371, in ex?* 

prefs terms with forging the authority of Gen- 

nadius. If Mr. Gibbon be guilty of one for¬ 
gery, Mr. Travis is guilty of five : If a de¬ 
fender of Mr. Travis fhould argue, that it is 
incredible that Mr. Travis (houId wilfully at¬ 
tribute to an author opinions, which that 
author not only never maintained, but which 
he direflly oppofed; in the fame manner, with 
equal right, may a defender of Mr. Gibbon 

But Mr. Gibbon has wilfully mif- 

reprefented 


( 6 


argue. 


K 
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rcprcfcnted Gennadius, becaufc h is 1 reference 

is exaft 


Truly I am to dull as not to per¬ 
ceive the connexion between the two pro¬ 
portions. Would not the fufpicion be more 
reafbnable, if the reference were general and 

inaccurate ? You, Sir 
Montfaucon fay what Montfaucon never 

meant; and in the fecond edition the refer 
ence is exaft. From your own principles 

therefore, I might conclude, that you have 

wilfully (for the reference is too ex aft to 
allow you lhelter under any fuppofed inadver¬ 
tence) mifreprefented ” Montfaucon. Butllhall 

fhew you more indulgence. I believe that you 

caught a detached fentence without confult- 
ing the fequel. Only remember, that a man 

who quotes in this negligent manner fhould 

be the laft to accufe others of forgery. 

You end your calculation by telling us, that 

thirty-one manuferipts have the verfe to fifty 

tliat omit it. What only fifty ? Making all 
poflible deduftions from Wetftein’s lift, I 

cannot allow fewer than eighty-fix that omit 
the verle. But perhaps you have a new 

tern of arithmetic as well as a new fyftem of 

criticifm. Why did you not rather take Mr. 

Griefba ch *s 




make 


P- I 57 
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Griefbach's computation ? Becaufe it increafes 

the number of heretical manufcripts, and that 
way madnefs lies! I muft try, therefore, my- 
felf to fubftitute a more exaft account of all 
the Greek manufcripts that have been collated 

upon this chapter. I deduct No. 64, one 

leftionary, and two of Stephens's manufcripts 
that have difappeared. There will then re- 

main ninety-feven in Mr.Griefbach's lift; for 

I myfelf have examined No. 63, and teftify 
that it omits the paflage. To which add, 

two of the oldeft manufcripts in the Efcu- 
rial, infpefted by Edward Clarke*, a ma- 
nufcript once belonging to Bentley (which 
1 have feen in Trinity College library, Cam¬ 
bridge) another in Caftey’s Catalogue, p. 3, 
another in the library at Vienna, lately col¬ 
lated by Profeffor F. C, Alter, and ten at 
Mofcow (one written in capitals) examined 
by Mr. Mattha;i; the whole number of ma¬ 
nufcripts now extant, omitting this marvellous 
text , amounts to one hundred and twelve. I 

lhall therefore not helitate to conclude with 


Letters concerning Spain, 4to. 1763, p. 133 




Chandler 


K 
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Chandler (Pref. to Cauiodorus), Ben genu 

Wetftein, Mr. Grieft>ach and many others, 

that this celebrated verfe exifts in no genuine 
Greek manufcript whatfoever; and partly 
with Mr. Gibbon, that it owes its place in 

our editions to the prudence of Erafmus ; the 
honeft bigotry of the Complutenfian editors ; 

the typographical error of Robert Stephens; 

and the ft range mifapprehenhon of Theodore 

Beza. 




Post scr ipt. 


i. I have frill a fcruple remaining with 
refpett to an incidental queftion. Simon 
quotes the note of Lucas Brugenfis, which 
Mr. Travis has fo grofly miftaken, as from 
the ediiion of 1574. Martin fays, that it is in 

the preface. I have feen feveral copies of the 
Antwerp edition of 1574* All thefe were in 

octavo; none of them have notes, nor men¬ 
tion this text in the preface. Lucas Bru- 

nfis too fpeaks in luch terms (Pref. to his 

notes dated 1579), as ftrongly imply that 

they were then publiftied for the firft time. 

Are there then different copies of the fame 

notes. 
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and did Simon ufe a copy containing 

as he has re¬ 


notes 

inch a note upon i John, V 
prefen ted ? If that be the cafe, Lucas Bru- 

genlis feems to have been apprehendve that 

he had not exp refled himielf with fufficient 
clearnefs, and in confequencc of that appre¬ 
hend on to have flopped the prefs, that he 
might alter his note fo as to leave no ambi¬ 
guity. But I fliall be thaukful to any learned 
reader, who can explain this difficulty, and 


/> 


either confirm ordeftroy my conje&ure. 

2. That I may fhew my impartiality by cor¬ 
recting errors on either dde, I (hall obferve 
that De Mifly has fallen into a mi flake by too 

much refinement. The word fjuxpjupcvvre^ in the 

Dublin MS. has its lafl fyliable written in a 
contraction, and marked with double points, 
a circumfiance not uncommon in modern 


Greek manufcripts. But upon this innocent 

H 

circumfiance he founded a falfe a ecu fat ion 


again ft the manufeript, that it meant to pro 

feribe the w hole fentence from 


tV TOl OVfiOCVUi to 

^a^ouj/f‘(inclufive), as doubtful or fpurious. 

I have expended fo many lines upon the iden¬ 
tity of the Dublin manufeript, and of the 

Codex Brit amicus, merely in obedience to the 


K 3 


can oi>i 
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canon, that enjoins us not to enlarge the 
number of manuferipts without neceffity. 
Elfe I would as readily admit as deny their 
diverfity. For fince they both are manifeftly 
tranflated from the recent and corrupt Latin 

copies, the authority of an hundred fuch ma- 

liufcripts is equal to the authority of one, 
and the authority of one is equal to no¬ 
thing. 


3. When I fay, in the foregoing letter, that 
Mr. Travis prefers Wetftein’s computation to 
Mr. Griefbach’s, the expreflion is inaccurate. 

mifreprefents them both. He makes a 

fhew of mentioning Mr. Griefbach’s additions 

in thefe words. “ to which Grielbach adds 


four others 


Now befides the manuferipts 

which Wetftein conftantly ufes, he appeals, 

on 1 John, V. 
la ted by Simon, Burnet, La mi, Blanch ini, 

&c. Thefe make up thirty-one; to which 
Mr. Griefbach adds eight. Thefe manu¬ 
feripts, together with the fifty that Mr. Tra¬ 
vis gracioufly allows us, would make eighty- 
nine. But Mr. Travis, either from hurry or 
from fcrgetfulnefs, or from whatever caufe, 
has totally neglected thefe additional witnef- 




to thofe which were col 


/> 


fes 
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fcs. Whatever was the caule, it certainly 
was no dilhoneft motive. For 

authorities, and to urge arguments on oneJide 
of a quell ion alone, is barely tolerable in an 
hired advocate,” p. 125, 370. 


to Irate 




Take notice , lords y he has a loyal breajl. 
For you have feen him open it. 
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VI 


SIR 


AFTER a long interval, which 

fay, has been equally painful to us both, I 

wait upon you again according to my pro¬ 
mile*. Having dilpatched the Greek ma- 

nulcripts, I proceed to the examination of 

thole verfions of the New Teftament which 
contain the Catholic Epiltles. You, who 
with an happy facility contrive to turn the 
balance in your favour, however the particu* 

lars may make againft you, tell us, p, 205, 
206, that, of the five ancient verfions, the 

Italic, the Vulgate of Jerome, the Syriac, the 
Armenian, and the Coptic, three, the Italic, 
the Vulgate, and the Armenian, contain the 


I dare 


Gent. Mag, Aug. 1789. p. 697 


di united 
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John, V. 7. Pray, Sir 


difputed verle 
where is this Italic Verfjon to be found ? 




Not in MSS. for you fay, that there is not a 

fmgle MS. of it now certainly known to 
exift in the world, p. 90. Why, then, muft 
this verfion be prefled into the fervice ? Be- 
caufe it is cited by the writers who lived 
before Jerome. This verflon, therefore, ul¬ 
timately refolves itfelf into the authority of 
thofe writers: and the number of ancient 


verfions mrinks into four, unlefs to fill up 
the vacancy, you will accept my gracious 
offer of the Sclavonian verfion, to which you 
ought to have no objection, confidering that 
you have alfo inlifted that into the orthodox 
army, p. 92, 206. Leaving, therefore, the 
examination of your quotations from Ter- 
tullian, Cyprian, to another letter, I fhall 
endeavour at prefent to treat of the Vulgate 
verfion with all poflible brevity. In order to 
pave the way to this fubjett, I defire the 
reader to afk himfelf the following quel^ 

tions: 


i. Does the Vulgate always clofely follow 

the Greek, particularly in fcrupulouf- 

ly guarding again ft interpolations ? 


2. Do 


t *38 ] 


Do all the MSS- of the Vulgate agree 

in retaining the three heavenly wit- 
neflcs ? 

Do all that retain the feventh and 

■ 

eighth verfes of 1 John V. reprelent 
them in the fame manner, without 

any important alterations, omiffions, 
or additions ? 

Have the orthodox MSS. the verfe 

from the hand of the firft writer, 
without rafures, interlineations, or 

marginal infertions ? 

5. Are they generally the oldeft and beft 
Unlefs thefe queftions can be anfwered in 

the affirmative, the main prop and pillar of 

your caufe will be in a very lame and tot¬ 
tering condition. For I need not tell you. 
Sir, becaufe you mult deny, nor need I tell 
the learned, becaufe they cannot but know, 
that the chief fupport of this contefted verfe 
is the authority of the Vulgate. But who¬ 
ever has enquired with the lead (hare of di¬ 
ligence into the (late of the Latin MSS, 

knows, that not one of thefe queftions can 

be anfwered in the affirmative.. 

■ 

I allow you in advance, that agreat ma* 

jority 


0 
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jority of the Latin MSS, are on your fide. 

Perhaps for one that omits the three hea¬ 
venly witnefles, forty or fifty may be found 

that retain them. I fearched, I confefs, ; 
long while without finding any others; and 

that my readers may be as wife as myfelf, 
will give them a collation of fifty MSS, or 

more, that I had che patience to confult. 

1. Of this number thirty-two omit the 

■ 

final claule of the eighth verfe 

eighteen retain it, but one has it in 
the text underlined with red lead 
two in the margin, one from the firft 
the other from a fecond hand. 

2. One omits the final claufe of the le 

venth verfe. 

3. Two read films in fie ad of verbum 

with which two French MSS. fold 

by Meff. Leigh and Sotheby, May 29, 
1789, agree, {ft fils.) 

4. Two omit the epithet fanftus. 

5. Nine change the order of the verles 

but of thefe nine one begins the 
eighth verfe with et and the fe venth 
ivith quoniam ; on the other hand, 
one MS. that preferves the common 

order 
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order, begins the fevcnth vcrfe with 

ct and the eighth with quoniam . 

6. The MSS. that retain the claufe of the 

eighth verfe read invariably either ct 

tres unuin funty or ct hi ires unum funt . 

One adds the heavenly witneffes in the 

■ 

margin from the lame hand ; another 
Is fo fond of them as to infert them 
in the text, both before and after the 
others. 

8. ter re is wanting in one French MS. 

and in terra in a Latin MS. at Ulme, 
quoted by Mr. Grielbach, p. 229, 

With moft of thele variations fome MSS. 

or other, collated by editors and critics, agree; 

One MS. at Toledo, collated by Blanchini, 

adds in Chrifto Jefu; which is alfo the reading 

of the author de Trinitate and the writer 
again ft Varitnadus, both publifhed by Chifflet 

under the name of Vigilius Taplenfis. You 
feem, Sir, to acquiefee in ChifHet’s judgment. 
But if you ftiall hereafter choofe to make 

them two diftinct witnefles, my candour is 

fuch, that I am determined to have no ob- 
je&ion: 


/ 


The 
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The fame faithful and judicious writer 

againft Varimadus quotes for the earthly 

witnefles in the eighth verfe, aqua, fangitis, 

and fo reads the margin of a Colber- 
tine MS. quoted by Simon. If this reading 

had become fafh ion able, it would have pre¬ 
vented an object ion which the heretics have 
made again ft the double mention of the 

fpirit. 


r 1 




et caro 


The addition in Chrijto Jeju I take to have 

at firft belonged to the eighth verfe, and to 

■ 

have been written by fame pious perfon who 
meant thus to explain the verfe; that the 
fpirit, the water, and the blood 
bearing witnels to Chnftianity. 
the feventh verfe was framed upon the model 
of the eighth, they whofe copies had received 
this addition, tranfpofed it together with the 
reft of the claufe to the end of the feventh. 


concur 111 
But when 


/Ine of my reafons for this opinion is, that 

fome of the MSS. of Ambrofe add thefe 

words at the end of the eighth verfe. 

I fhall take little notice of the trifling 
omifliou of in before, mum , becaufe I think 


* Sec the Poflfcrlpt to this Letter. 


that 
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that it neither affects the fenfe of the paflage, 
ftor the credit of the Vulgate. The Greek 
MSS. from which that verfion was made, 
without doubt omitted si; from the identity 
of the three preceding letters in 

prepofition is omitted from the fame caufe in 

a paflage of Cyril, and in the Greek MSS. of 
Euthymius Zigabenus*. 

If all thefe various readings were prefen ted 

in one view to any perfon endowed with com¬ 
mon fenfe, moderately inftrutted in the prin¬ 
ciples of cnticifm, and uninfluenced in the 
prelent debate by intereft or paflion, he could 

not help concluding, that the number and 
importance of the various readings furnifh 

reafonable ground for a fulpicion of corrup¬ 
tion. That a paflage, which fo often adds, 

omits, or alters particular words ; which now 

precedes, now follows the unfufpetted part 

of the text; which is fometimes feen in the 
body of the work, fometimes in the margin; 

fometimes by the lame, fometimes by a dif- 


The 


* Panopl. Dogm. TIr. XII. near the end, fol. 112. 

i. ed. Tergovift. See Mr. Matthai on the Catholic 
Epiftles, p. 141 
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of rejecting the authority of the Vulgate, 

i 

when it is lo confiftcnt with it ft If, and lo 

well fupported as it is upon i Tim. III. 16. 
why may we not with equal right reject it, 
when it is the principal, if not the foie, fup- 
port of a contefted verfe ? Was the addition 

of the claufe in i Pet. III. 22, made by the 
firft framers of the verfion from the warrant 
of Greek MSS. ? Yet that has the general 

confent of the prefent Latin copies. Who¬ 
ever undertakes the defence of fuch paflages, 

may pretend that his aim is to cftablilh the 
genuine text, but in fad he is exerting all 

his force to weaken and undermine its au¬ 
thority. 

Thus I Ihould argue, if all the MSS. con- 

iented in the received reading. I Ihould think 
it an hazardous Hep to prefer any verfion to 

the unanimous confent of all the Greek MSS. 

now known to exift. Still lefs Ihould 1 ven¬ 
ture to rely upon Inch a verfion, which, by 
having been more frequently copied, has alio 
been more frequently interpolated than any 
other. The fubfi diary ft reams which the 

river has received in its courfe have neither 

t 

made the water more clear, nor more whole- 
lomc. 


But 
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But we are told, p. 42, that, by the com- 

tnand of Charlemagne, Alcuin was employed 
in a revilion of the Vulgate ; that in Alcuin’s 

the teftimony of the three 

heavenly witnefles is read without the fmallefl 
impeachment of its authenticity and that 
this very volume was extant at Vauxcelles in 

the life of Baronius. You then add a fup- 
polition (for of fuppolitions you have a plen¬ 
tiful flock), that Alcuin and his afliftants, in 
order to fettle the text, referred to the Greek 

MSS. and not only to the Greek MSS. but to 

* 

the belt and oldeft Greek MSS. fome in all 

probability as old as the Apoftolical age. 
lively fancy. Sir, is an indilTcrent accomplifh- 
mcnt for a critic. You cm not prove that 
Alcuin ever favv a Greek MS. much lefs that 
he collated any for the ufc of his edition. 

The knowledge of Greek was lb fcarce a 
commodity in thole days, that the contrary 
fuppolihon, which is exprelfly affirmed by 
Vallarlius*, is much the more probable of 
the two. It. was labour and honour enough 


Corredtorium 
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for Alcuin to collate the copies of the Vul 

£ate 


Neither can you prove that the MS 




In Blanchini*s Vinriiciae Vctcris Vulgatse. 
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p. 328. 
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atVauxcelles is the original of Alcuin. For 

it is io euftomary to trail fori be titles from 

older MSS. that the name of the corrector 
is no proof of the MS. being written by 
the correftor, or in the fame age. Besides 
the ignorance fhewn in orthography* (as 
Wetfteki ooferves) would tempt us to be 
lieve that it was written by an unjkilful tran 
fcriber of Alcuin rather than by Alcuin him 
{elf. You will be delighted, Sir, I doubt not 

to hear, that this treafure of inejlimable va 
lue is fiill in being. Blanch ini has given a 
fpecimen of the character in his Evangelia- 
riuin Quadruplex, from which it appears, as 
far as I can judge, to be lefs ancient than he 
would make it. But in thefe matters moft 
editors are naturally apt to be a little partial. 

When you lay, that 1 John V. y. is found 
in this famous MS. without the fmalleji /;«- 

ichmeni of its authenticity, what do you meat* 
by the fmalleji impeachment f Would you have 








Li 
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Such, fur inftance, as Canottiorum for Canonicarum 
Vitc.U leans to fpeak of another MS. written by 

Alcuin, and reprefenting 1 John V. 7. in the fame man¬ 
ner; but what lie fa vs is verv obfeure, and therefore I Ihall 

J J 

noi unre it. 






See. 
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the writer of the MS. inform his readers, by 

a marginal note, that he had inferted a fpu- 

rious verfe in his edition ? Ail editor would 
hardly be mad enough to become fuch a felo 
de fe. 


But I fhall advance one ftep further, and 
maintain, that this MS. upon which lo much 
ft refs is laid, is at leaft as much agninft the 
verfe as in its favour. For how is the verfe 

read in this MS. ? Not in the text, but in 
the margin are added thefe words :—Sicut 

tres funt qui tejlimonium dant in coelo, pater , 
verbum , et fpiritus fanttus, et ires unum funt . 
The text has only thefe words, Quoniam tres 

funt qui teftimonium dant , fpiritus , aqua, et fan¬ 
gitis, et tres unum funt . Between funt and qui 
the fame hand has interlined in terra*. Now, 
Sir, this is fo far from being a fmall impeach¬ 
ment of your favourite verfe, that it is a direct 
and violent attack upon it: for it plainly fays, 

that the Latin MSS. varied ; and it more than 

were 

venly witnefles. 
was only a copy of Aleuin’s 


hints, that the older lurviving MSS. 

without the add 1 cion of the hca 
If, then, this MS. 


Vitali in Blanchini’s Evang. Quadr. Part I. p. 567 


auto 
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autograph, Alcuin might be unacquainted with 
.this verfe, though without its aid he beKcye 

the doCtriue which it is fuppofed to contain, 
as appears from his treatife on the Trinity. 

I have purpofely omitted, iu my former 

account of the various readings, one of the 
mofl: important, that I might introduce it here. 
The reader will eafily guefs that I mean the 

connection of the feyenth verfe with the 

eighth by the intervention of sicut. In 

three MSS, that Bp. Burnet faw, the feventh 

verfe follows the eighth ; and they ar z pinned 

together, as the bifhop well expreffes it, by 

a sicut. I11 a MS. at Ulme* the paffage 

Hands thus : f^ula ires funi qui iejltmonium dant, 
fplrhus, ci nqua, et funguis , et ires unum funi , 

sicut in coclo tres funt patcr^ verbum , et fpiritus , 
et ires unum funi . 

only gives frefit fufpicion of interpolation, 

but (hews us the means by which it gradually 

infmuated itlelf into the text. Whoever duly 
and attentively weighs this circumftance, 

will perhaps fee lefs caufe to think the idea 

of a marginal gloi’s fo ajfeEicd and abfurd as 


d 


This 


reading not 


various 


Grifjv tom. II. p. 229- Sicut is alfo read in a 

MS. of Card. Paflionej. 


* 


vou 
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li 


you modeftly pronounce if, p. 342. But they 
who believe things that are impoflible, gene¬ 
rally difbelieve other things both poflible and 
probable. We know for certain that fome 
of the moft learned and renowned fathers in¬ 
terpreted the fpirit, the water, and the blood of 
the Trinity. Could all the diligent Chriftians 

who perufed Auguftine, Euchetitis, and Fa- 
cundus, with the intention of extracting ex¬ 
planations of feripture, and noting them in 
the margin of their bibles—could they all 

mifs this fagacious interpretation ? Would 
no member of the churches over which thefe 
bifhops prefided, approve and endeavour to 

perpetuate his diocelan’s fublime difeovery ? 

When once fuch a copy exifted, with a mar¬ 
ginal note of this fort upon 1 John V. 8. 
Si cut ires funt qui tejlimonlum dant in c<vlo y pater , 
verb urn 1 et fpirit us fanftus^ et hi tres unum funt ; 
the next tranferiber, in a fit of politenefs, 
might think that if this fentence was not 
text, it deferved to be, and might compli¬ 
ment it with a place in the middle of his 

page. Perhaps you think it an affected and 
abfurd idea that a marginal note 

creep into the text: yet I hope you are not 


can ever 


fo 


L 


[ >5° 3 


fo ignorant ,as not to know that this has 
aftually happened, not merely in hundreds or 

thoufands, but in millions of places. Natura , 
fays Daille*, it a comparaium ejl, ut auElorum 

libros plerique omnes amplos quant 
; ve rentes feilicet, tie quidJibi dejit , 

quod auElcris vel Jit vel ejfe dicatur . To the 

fime purpofe Bengelius t, Non facile pro fuper - 
duo aliquid ho die habent complures doth viri (he 
might have added, omnefque indoEU) eademque 

mente plerique quondam Ubrarii fuere. From 
this known propenfity of tranferibers to turn 
everything into text which they found writ¬ 
ten in the margin of their MSS. or between 

the lines, lo many interpolations have pro¬ 
ceeded, that at prefent the iureft canon of 

criticifin is, Praferatur lectio brevior . 

I have hitherto been arguing as if all the 

Latin MSS. had the difputed verfe in feme 

lhape or other ; which you know. Sir, is not 
the cafe. You fay indeed, p. 210, that “ there 
is a greater number beyond all comparifon in 

I have already 


probat or urn 

breves mahrt 


this text is found 




WlUCll 


De Lib. fupp. Dionyf. et [gnat. II. 3. p. 238 
*1 In ApocalypJ. I 


% 


11 


allowed 
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fore I fhall make no appeal to them. All 
thi'ic MSS. in i John V. inftead of our pre¬ 
sent ieventh and eighth verfes, give no more 
than —^uomam ires Junt qui tejiimonium dant *, 

fpintus> aqua , et Janguis , et ires unum Junt . 

In the Harleian catalogue, No. 7551 contains 

three copies of the firft epiftle of John. The 
fir ft copy fee ms to be of the tenth century, 

the fecond of the ninth, and both omit the 

heavenly witnefles. In the firft copy the line, 
as appears from the fpacc, originally flood 

thus ; 5 ps y aqua , et Janguis , et ires unum JunU 
But another hand has erafed the whole fen- 

tence, and written, Jpintus , Janguis , et aqua , 
ftretching out the letters to make them fill 

the line. In the margin is added, by the 

fame hand, I fuppofe, that made the rafure, 
in ccelo pater , verbum , et sps, et ires unum Junt , 

et ires Junt qui tejlimonium dant in terra. After 

aqua, a third hand (unlefs it were the fecond 

in a repenting mood) adds, et hi ires unum 

Junt . The fecond copy lias the genuine words 


* If any of thefe MSS. add in terra , as perhaps one 

or two may, I-am content that they be firuck off the Jiff 


without 
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without any rafure, interlineation, or mar- 

inal note. Cafley, in his catalogue, p. 15, 

gives an account of another Latin MS. agree¬ 
ing 1 with thefe as it was firft written; but 

O 

afterwards thus interpolated : ^ uia tres funt 

sps aqua et fanguis, 

ires unum funt. et tres ^ unt tcftimonium dant 

in coelo, pater et Alius, et sps fandtus, et hi tres unum funt. 

The fame hand has very liberally fcattered 
corrections through the reft of the book, 
fometimes right, but oftener falfe and abfurd. 
I hope, Sir, by thefe inftances, you will be¬ 
gin to perceive that it is at leaft poflible for 

an interpolation fometimes to gain footing in 
the text. I (hall trouble you with the men- 

V 

tion of only one Latin MS. more. Mabillon 
found at Liiieux, and publifhed, a Gallic* 

LeCtionary, which is reputed to be now about 

1200 years old, and contains the entire epiftle 
of John, except the three heavenly witneflcs, 
But thefe it barbaroufly omits, and only has 
^uoniam tres funt qui iejUmonium dant, fpirilus. 






qui tcftimonium dant 1 

^ 4 - 


in tia 


h 




* Twells and Bengelius, by a Grange miflake, affirm 
that this Ledtionary was not written in Latip, but in Gallo- 

Teutonic. 


aqua. 
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gqua, et fanguls , et ires unumJunt . 1 "he autho¬ 
rity of this MS. cannot but he thought of 
great weight, if we confider its age; to which 

fliall add another argument in its favour : 

it omits (fee Mabillon, p. 475) that inter- 

#-■ ■ 

polation 1 Pet. Ill, 22. from which no other 
Latin copy, fo far as I know, is exempt. 

But, to clofe this long difcuflion, the quef- 
tion is, To which fide Ihall we give credit, 
to age or to numbers ? O11 one fide the wit- 

O 

nefl'es are grave, elderly perfons, who lived 

nearer the time when thefaCt happened which 

they aflert, and they are all confident in their 

teftimony; while the other party, though 
vaflly fuperior in numbers, yet lived too late 

to be competently acquainted with the caule : 
many carry a brand of perjury on their front; 
and, after all their collulion and fubornation, 

their tefti monies frequently clafh, and con¬ 
tradict one another. I11 fhort, the few Latin 

■ 

MSS. that rejeCt the verle, are as much fupe¬ 
rior to the herd of incorrect and modern 
copies that retain it, as a frnall well-trained 
hand of loldiers to a numerous rabble defti- 

P 

tute of difeipline and unanimity. 


II 


Post script 
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OST3CRI 


Abbot Joachim compared the final claufes 

of the feventh and ei ghtii verfes, whence he 
inferred, that the fame exprelfion ought to be 
interpreted in the fame manner. Since there¬ 
fore, faid he, nothing more than unity of 

teftimony and confent can be meant by tres 

unum funt in the eighth verfe, nothing more 

than unity of teftimony and confent is meant 
in the feventh. This opinion the Late rail 
council and Thomas Aquinas confuted by 

cutting out that claufe in the eighth verfe, 
Thomas tells us, that it was not extant in 
the true copies, but that it was faid to be added 

by the Arian heretics to pervert the found 
underftanding of the foregoing authority* 
My blood boils whenever 1 think of thofe 
facrilegious Arians, fometimes forging and 
fometimes erafing feripture. Thus Tnomas 
Aquinas tells us, that they w tvz faid to have 

added this claufe. Bugenhagius thinks they 
ialerted the whole feventh verfe. Yet fome 
part of my indignation is involuntarily di¬ 
verted to the holy fathers of the church, 

who 
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who Teem to have been In a flcep approaching 

to a lethargy, while the enemy came and 
lowed the tares. In taking the method above 
mentioned, the Late ran council, it is true 
followed Dr. Ovid’s advice, immedicahde vul 

nus Enfe reddendum , ne pars since a a tra 

HATUr. But if they had given their minds 

to good reading, they would have found in 
the treat ile a gain ft Varimadus an eafy way 

of curing the wound that Joachim had made 

ill the common faith, without having recourfc 
to the defperate procefs of amputation. For 
the author of that treatife, as if he had fore- 

feen, and meant to confound, the ftratagems 
of the Arians, thus quotes the pafiage from 

the epiftle to the Parthians *There are 
three, that bear record on earth , the water , the 
blood, and the flesh, and the three are in us ; 

and there are three that bear record in heaven 
the Father , the Wordy and the Spirit , and they 
three are one. What would then have become 

i 

of Joachim’s argument ? 






LETTER 
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VII 


T T E 


SIR 


O U will perhaps accufe me of a capital 

negle£t, in not taking notice of your argu¬ 
ment from the Prologue attributed to Jerome, 
the author of which boafts to have reftored* 

this verfe from Greek MSS. I confefs that 

I was rather doubtful in what clafs of proofs 
I fhould place the Prologue; but at laft I 

thought it more properly belonged to the 
head of quotations. I fhall therefore treat 

of it in my review of the pious Jerome. In 

the meau time, the next verfions upon our 
lift are the Syriac and Coptic, which I intend 
to make the joint fubjects of this letter. 


Mr. Travis quarrels with the word reftorcd. 

becaufe,” fays he 

Surely an editor may be faid to rejlore a pailage, that 
only in a part of the copies, and confequently in danger of 

being loft. 


P- 

the verfe was never loft.” 






105, 


was 


You 
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You and Martin find the teltimony of thefe 

verfions fo unfavourable to your caufe, that 
you are refolved, at all events, to demolifh 

their authority. But the heat of a prejudiced 
accufer often hurts himfelf more than the 
party accufed. Your eagernefs to difable the 
credit of the Syriac and Coptic verfions has 
fo utterly deprived you of judgment and re¬ 
flection, that lam not without iome hopes 
of making an im predion upon your own head 
or heart : 


- for fi 1fially 

If they be made of penetrable fluff ; 

If damned cuftom have not bradd them fo , 

'f hat they be proof and bulwark agatnjl fenfe 


I (hall not difpute with you about the p re¬ 
cite age -of the old Syriac verfion. I have 
fevcral rcafons for this forbearance; one of 
which i>, that I kuow very little of the mat¬ 
ter. T (hall only obferve, that your argument 
againfi: its being older than Chryfoftome, 
becaufe it contains the doxology, is not valid, 
unlefsyou allow that the doxuiogy is (purious. 

you allow this, you rejeCt a reading, that 
has, upon a moderate computation, thirty 

times 


If 
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times as many witneffcs ill its behalf, as your 

It is found in all the Greek 


prefent cli 

MSS. except eight; in two of the oldeft Latin 

in tome MSS. of the Arabic and 




copies 

Perfic; in the Syriac, the Armenian, the 
Gothic, and the^Ethiopic. If you had a fixth 
part of this evidence for i John V 
you would triumph over all that dared even 
to inlinuate the fmalleft fufpicion ! But you 
delpife the aid of external evidence. It i9 

the nature of the texts and the do&rines 


how 


/ 


fuppofed to be contained in them that per¬ 
mits or forbids omifiions to be conclufive 

If I had a mind to argue in 


arguments 

your way, I could fay, that only a’(ingle 
veriion, the Coptic, is found, which uniformly 

omits the doxology ; 


that this veriion is 


a 


faulty beyond belief, leaving out many whole 
verfes; and that no argument can be drawn 

from any omiflion of any verfe, by any tran- 
feriber, like this; 




p. 90, 106 


I now come to your arguments again ft 

thefe obnoxious vcrfions : which 


as they are 

of the fame kind, I beg leave to confolidate. 

They are,” you fay, p. 87 

faulty and incorrect, almoft beyond belief. 




196 


90, 19 




rhev 
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They pafs over not words or lentences only, 

but even whole verfes, which are admitted 

by all to be genuine.” The inftances of this 
lort which you produce from the Syriac 

John XIV. 3. XVI. 14. A£ts VIII. 37 

9. 1 Pet. IV. 14. You 




are 


XXVIII. 


XV. 

might have ftrengthened this argument by 
an oblervation which I have feet' that this 






verfion omits whole epiftl 
might eafily emit a ftiort lentence of a fingle 

epiftlc. If you think this objection of any 

weight, you arc welcome to the ufe of it. 
Your inil:anccs of omillion from the Coptic 

Matth.V. 44. XVIII. 1. XX. 2 

Mark VII. 16. Xf. 26. Afts 


and therefore 


cs 




arc 


j 4 


XXVII. 

VIII. 37. XXIV. 7. To fave your readers 

the trouble of looking for the places, and 

the fear of being deceived by any mifprint in 

the numbers of reference, you have cour- 

teoufly tranlcribed the entire pafl'ages. But, 
before I go farther in this fubjeft, I requeft 
you. Sir, to an fiver the following queries. 


35 


I. Are you fure, from your own inlpedion 

that the Syriac and Coptic verfions 

are chargeable with thefe omiffions ? 

2. Do 
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Do all the MSS* of this or that verfiou 

agree in rejecting the verfes fpecified ? 

For, if the MSS. vary, fome retain¬ 
ing and fome omitting a paflage, it is 
abfurd to blame that for a fault in the 
verfiou itfelf, which may be corrected 
from better copies. 

5. Do they omit the whole quantity of 

text that you have tranfcribed ? 

4. How do you know that thefe paflages 

are admitted by all to be genuine ? 

Have you had the patience to collcdt 
the opinions of all who have written 
upon thefe fubjedts ? Or do you be¬ 
lieve that every fyllahle of our com¬ 
mon Greek Teftnmerit, as it was fet- 


w 


tied in the year 1624 by Elzevir and 

other infpired men, is the genuine 

text of the Evangelifts and Apoftles 
Leaving you to chew the cud upon thefe 
queries, I fhall proceed to confidcr a few of 

thefe paflage s. 

Matth. V. 44. is entirely left out of the 

Let us then tranferibe the context 






Coptic 

without this verfe, and fee what excellent 

fenfe it will make. 


M 


43- Te 


li 
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43. Ye have heard that it hath been faid r 

Yloou (halt love thy neighbour , and hate thine 


enemy 


4 5. That ye may be the children of your Father 
which is in heaven ; for he maketh his fun to rife 
on the evil and on the good 9 &c. 

Strange, that the reafoa of a precept lhould 
be given, and the precept itfelf not appear 
Notwithftanding your “ right to command 

our full alient when you only affirm a plain 




fact, which you are compleatly competent to^ 

afeertaiu 


126; notwithftandin 




my 
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own literary candour and Chrijlian charity , I 

nflurc you, Sir r that fooner than believe fuch 
an abfurdity of the Coptic, I lhould have the 
audacity to charge you with Jlrange mifappre - 

hen Hon . 




Is this whole verfe, 

too. Sir, wanting in the Coptic ? If it be, I 

will own fuch a verfion to be of very little 
value, and lhall make no difficulty of deli¬ 
vering it up to your refentment. But when 
I confider that, if the verfe be expunged, 
there will remain no direct mention of Chrift’s 
crucifixion, I cannot believe that either tranfla- 
tor or trailIcriber could in his moll carelefs 

mood overlook lb important a fentence. 


Matth. XXVII 


35 - 


Throw 
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Throw out Matth. XVIII. i. XX. 22 

John XVI. 14. the fenfe indeed will not be 

totally deftroyed, but the conft ruCtion will 
appear abrupt and unconnected* In A&9 

XXIV. 7. whoever will caft his eye on the 

Greek text will fee that your account cannot 
be true, for the eighth verfe begins with 
xEXeurar, which, if the feventh verfe be omit¬ 
ted, will have no fubftantive to govern it. 

Thus far I have thought fit to take the high 

priori road of reafoning ; that if I have any 

attentive readers (befides your friend Kufter) 
they may learn to weigh the probabilities of 

an affertion before they agree to its truth, and 

to diftruft all in confident relations, however 
folemnly vouched by the relater.— 

— ZuQoovos 0 «7T«r t j ccg 

%gf](nfjLUTCgOV j3pojoi^, 

I (hall now, Sir, defeend to the level of you£ 
underftanding, to the plain fad. I afiert 
then that the Syriac verfion omits only three 
whole verfes of the fix you have been pleafed 

to quote: ACts VIII. 37. XV. 34. XXVIII. 

29. Of your eight examples from the Cop¬ 
tic, you are right only in three; Mark VIL 

However, I 

Hull 


v *■* 


j 


Ovk tetv ov 


16. XI. 26. Arts VIII. 


37 


M 
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fliall be merciful to you m your la ft inrtunce. 
Alb XX(V. 7. becaufe you are feldom guilty 

of averting too little. For the Coptic ver¬ 
sion there omits not only the whole feveuth 

verfe, but parts alfo of the fixth and'eighth. 

John XIV. 3. XVI. 14. the later Syriac 

editions reprefent exaltIy as they are in the 

■ 

Greek. Widmanftad and TrertleUius indeed 
omit the former part of one (And if I go and 

prepare a place for you), and the latter part of 

the other (AndJl)all Jhew it unto you) ; but in 
Guido’s edition both thefe clauies are replaced 
from a MS. 1 Pet. IV. 14. the Syriac only 

omits, On their part he is evil fpoken of but 

upon your part he is glorified . 

Marth. V. 44. the Coptic thus Shortens: 

But I fay unto you , love your enemies , and pray 

for them that perfecute you . XVIII, 1. the 
Coptic docs not omit, nor any other verfion, 
nor any Greek MS. that I can find. Inftead 
of XVJII. 1. you ought to have written 

11. which the Coptic does omit. 

In each of thefe verfes the 


XVIII. 


XX. 


22, 23. 

Cootie only omits the words, and be baptifed 
with the baptfm that I am baptifed with, 

35 - the Coptic omits the application 


X XVII. 


of 
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of the prophecy, and only retains. And they 

crucified him , and parted his garments , cafiing 


lots 


Thus, Sir* in your fourteen examples you 
have made eight miftakes. Will you accept 

of my correttions ? The lift will not be much 

leflened in number, for there will then re¬ 
main twelve examples; but feveral of them 
will be of lefs confequence. Thefe twelve 
examples amount only to eleven pafiages ; 

A£b VIII. 37. being twice quoted, Are then 

thefe eleven paflages admitted hy ally as you 
affirm, to be genuine f You mu ft corrett again, 
Sir. This general aftertion of yours contains 
in cfFedt eleven feparate aflertions, and in ten 

of them you are wrong. Eight times Mill 

approves the ftiortcr reading; two of the 

other omiftions are patronised, one by Eras¬ 
mus, and one by Bengelius; nay, Whitby 
himfelf, who * put in the front of bis book that 

splendid falsehood THAT THE VUL¬ 
GAR READING MAY BE ALWAYS 

DEFENDED, agrees to expunge Matth, 


* Valckenjer. Orat. de Critica in N. T, non adlii 

benda, p. 308. 


M 3 


XXVII 
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XXVII. 


35. Three of your genuine paflages 
Mr. Griefbach has difearded from his text; 


Matth. XX. 22, 23. XXVII. 35. Ads VIII. 

37. and upon fix more he fets a mark to ren¬ 
der them doubtful; Matth. V. 44. XVIII. 

II. AasXV.34. XXIV. 6—8. XXVIII. 29- 
1 Pet. IV. 14. 

Let us now enquire into the merits of 
fome of thefe readings. In Matth. V. 44. 
the fenfe is the fame, whether we acquiefce 
in the received reading, or prefer the fhorter 

reading which has the Coptic and other au¬ 
thorities on its fide. It is a mere point of 

criticifm to decide whether the fentence was 

firft abridged by the hafte of copiers, or 

lengthened by the admilfion of the parallel 

* 

paflage, Luke VI. 27, 28. To me, I own, 

the latter, opinion feems more plaufible. 

Matth. XVIII. 11. is omitted not only in 
the Coptic verhon, but in fix Greek MSS. 

one very ancient Latin copy, one MS. of the 
Syriac quoted by Profeflbr J. G. C. Adler*, 
nor is it mentioned by Origen, Jerome, &c. 


f Dc Svriacis Vcrfionitms 


Many 
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Many Greek MSS. the ^thiopic, Arabic, 

and latter Syriac verfions add ^nia’eu xau ; 
a circumftance which makes it more than 
probable that the whole verfe is interpolated 

from Luke XIX- 10. In like manner many 
copies of Matth. XXIV. 36. have a claufe 
added from Mark XIII. 32. 

In Mark VH. 16. though no more than 
four Greek MSS- agree with the Coptic, I 
cannot but fubfcribe to Mill’s judgment, 
who thinks it fpurious. What confirms me 
the more in this opinion is, that the trail- 
fcribers of the Greek MSS. have in other 
places been very prone to fluff out the text 
with the fame fentence. Not contented with 


its having quiet and acknowledged poffeflion 

in Matth. XI. 15. XIII. 


Mark IV. 9 


9 - 


a great number of MSS. adds it in Luke 

6. feveral 


XII. 21. XXI. 4. In Mark XI. 

of the Greek MSS. agree with the Coptic. 

The reft of the omiflions which you lay 
to the charge of thefe verfions are fupported 

by fo many confiderable authorities, that 

# 

whoever ventures to decide pofitively againft 
them, will incur the imputation of great 

rafhnefs. 


M 4 
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raftinefs. And what is remarkable enough is, 
that they all have the concurrence of at lead: 

fome Latin MSS. By this time I hope the 

intelligent reader will perceive, that, in fa£t, 

there is not, among all the indances you 
have brought to prove the Syriac and Coptic 

verfions faulty, above one or two that can 

reafonably be pronounced corrupt; and, that 

in the reft they rather create a prejudice 

againft the luxuriance of the common read¬ 
ing, than the common reading againft their 

frugality. 

But “ though it was greatly your duty, 

it was no part of your deiigu 
to lay what might be faid in favour of thefe 
verfions. The unlearned reader therefore is 

left to fuppole that one or the other of the/e 

verfions is lb incorrect as in many important 
inftances to ft and tingle, and contradict the 
united authority of the Greek MSS. the other 

verfions, and the citations of the fathers. It 

is curious, too, that of the paftages you pro¬ 
duce, you only note the agreement of the 
Syriac and Coptic in one omiflion, whereas 

they really agree in five. And I cannot but 
condemn your imprudence in mentioning 

even 
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that Angle iaftance of their agreement* 
Adts VIII. 37* It might awaken the fufpi- 

cions of Ibme inquifitive reader, who by this 
glimmering of light would perhaps be led 
to a farther examination of the fubjett, an 
confequently to a detection of Mr. Travis’s 

I (hall only add, that wherever the 
Syriac and Coptic verfions agree in any devia¬ 
tion from the common reading (be it altera¬ 
tion, addition, or omiffion), and that devia¬ 
tion is countenanced by a reafonable number 
of Greek MSS. it will require better critical 
abilities than yours to prove them in the 
wrong. 


even 


5 


errors 


Thefe are examples, you add concern* 

ing the Syriac, “ which have efcaped.even 

the critical eye of Theodore Beza.” How 
lucky that they efcaped not the critical eye of 
Mr. Travis ! But if Beza was fo purblind as 

not to fee fuch manifeit omiffions, with a 

Latiu tranflatiou from the Syriac before him* 
I afl'ure you, Sir, without flattery, that your 
eye is at leaft as critical as his. When you 
have read a little more concerning *h fub* 
jedt than you have already, that is, when you 

have read at all, you will find, that Beza does 

actually 


it 


] 
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a&ually mention four of thefe nx examples; 

John XIV. 3. A£ts VIII. 37. XXVIII. 29. 
1 Pet. IV. 14- 

I feel myfelf here treading upon flippery 
ground. When I reflect upon the heinouf- 

r 

nefs of the charge that I have brought againft 

you, I am almoft afraid of being myfelf 
fufpe&ed for a falfe accufer. There is one 

advantage in telling enormous rather than 
moderate fal(hoods. Mankind are in general 

fo lazy and credulous, that when once they 

are prejudiced in favour of any perfon’s vera¬ 
city, they will regard another as a calumni¬ 
ator who endeavours to convince them that 

they have bellowed their approbation upon an 
unworthy object. They will argue, as I have 
already obferved, from the enormity of an 
offence, and the eafinefs of detection, againft 
the probability of its ever being committed. 

But if I (hall be fortunate enough to have 

one reader of learning and probity, I requeft 

him, I exhort him, to perufe this letter, and 
the other paffages where I pawn my own 
word, with particular attention. He will then 
find that I have dated the fa&s (imply as they 
are, and that however altoniftiing the inftances 


of 
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of Mr. Travis’s aflurance may feem, I have 
fpoken of them without diftortion or exag¬ 
geration. 

I fliauld indeed have almoft diftrufted the 
evidence of my own fenfes, when I faw you 

commit above twenty grofs and palpable 
errors in Jefs than half a dozen pages, if I 

had not been acquainted with the fource 
from which they flowed 
friend Martin* makes a few miftakes, which 
you like a true Englifhman have greatly 
proved. Martin lays, DilT. p. 166. (91 Eng.) 

This Syriac verfion is full of faults, and 
efpecially of omiflkms. Beza has given abun¬ 
dance of inftances—and we could add thereto 

I (hall give only 

He then 

fpecifies the very fame verfes which you have 
quoted (except that you have omitted one of 

his examples); but bccaufe he was content 


Your French 


live 




a great many others 
few, and thofe in whole texts 




* Mr. Travis may perhaps allcdge in his defence, that 

he refers to Martin in the bottom of his page 88, 193. 
This is true j but I would defy any reader to guefs from 
fo flight and naked a reference that he had borrowed tho 

(ubfUnce of five pages from Martin. 
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to mark the numbers without reciting the 

words, you fet down the whole verfes with- 

To the Coptic he makes the 


out enquiry- 

fame object ion, and gives for examples of 

omiffions the fame numbers with which you. 


have obliged us. But by 111 luck, mltead of 

Matth. XVIII. ii. his printer, by overlook¬ 
ing a figure, made it XVIII. i. Now if 

Martin had been lefs fparing of his ink and 
labour, he would have written, the paflages 

at full length, and faved his admirer the dif- 

grace of this ridiculous plagiarifm. How 

very rude too was it to exprels himfelf lb 
ambiguoufly, “ Bexa has given abundance of 
tnftances—and we could add thereto a great 
many others.” It you look at thele words 

again, you may perceive, Sir, unlefs fame devil 
has cozened you at hoodman-blinds that they do 
not neceflkrily imply all the inftances there 

given to be fuch as had efcaped the critical eye 

of Theodore Beza. 

There is another little circumfiance which 


you nave not condcfcended to mention. Bo 

fides the copies of the ancient Syriac verfion, 

commonly called the Verfofimplex , there came 
£o England in this century a copy of Phi- 

loxenus’s 


r 
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loxenus’s verfion, revifed by Thomas Hera* 

cleenfis, and collated in the margin with the 

old Syriac and federal Greek MSS. The 

margin and text of this revifion fb often 
make additions, that if the collator had found 
the three heavenly witnefies in any MS. 

Svriac or Greek, he would not have envied 
Ills readers the valuable difeovery. Yet this 
villainous copy is obftinately filent both in 
the text and in the margin. The fame ma¬ 
lignant demon * that has preferved the Dublin 
MS. to mock at human credulity, feems to 
have brought to light this new Syriac verfion 
to abet the Arians in their impious oppofi- 

tion. 


Recipe nunc Danaum infidias . Jn the year 

1599, Menezes, Archbifhop of Goa, prefided 

at the Synod of Diamper, and made the In¬ 
dian Chriftians correct their Syriac copies by 
the Latin verfion. Among the paflages thus 
judicioufly corre&ed, 1 John V. 7. t could 
not fail to be included. This the Archbifhop 
ordered to be reftored, as having been fupprcjfed 


* Joum. Brit, tom, IX. p. 64. 

t 1 a Croze, Chriftianifme des fades, II J. p. 342. 
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by impiety* Tremellius, not finding this paf 
iage either in Widmanftad’6 edition or ftie 
Heidelberg MS. ventured not to inferc it in 
his text, but tranflates it into Syriac in the 
margin, and fays, Jic rejiitui poffit. At la ft 

Gutbier boldly thrufts it into the text, and 

tells us that the Arians expunged it. Schaaf 
could not help applauding fo good an exam* 

pie. “ This verfe,” fays he, “ is wanting 
ill the former editions, but Gutbier and I 

have tranfcribed it from Tremellius’s notes 
and inferted it in the text.” Schaaf after¬ 
wards lent a copy of his edition to the Bifhop 

of the Malabarian Chriftians of St. Thomas. 
The Bifhop in return lent him a Syriac MS. 
of the N. T. This trectfure of ineflimable value 
is ftill prcfcrved* in the Amfterdam library, 

and contains that precious jewel, the caufe of 

fo much ft rife and fhedding of ink. 
what face will tbc infidels now affert, that 
the Syriac verfion omits the three heavenly 

witneftes, when a Syriac MS. confirms their 

authenticity ? Perhaps they will make two 


W th 




Adi er dc Syrians Veriionibus, p. 31 


33 


trifling 


I 


I 
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That this MS 


trifling objections 

written as late as the year 1700, and there 
fore is too modern to have any authority 




M 


efpecially as we know that the Syriac copies 

had been interpolated with this very text a 

That in this MS. the 


century before 

verfe is written thus in the margin, in ccelo 




pater et funs , etfpirhus fan£lu$ y et hi tres in uno 

funt . Et Junt tres tejles in terra. But you, Sir 
who are as well pleated with margin as with 

text, and with Dublin or Berlin MSS. as with 

Alexandrian or Vatican, will defpife fuch ar¬ 
guments, and manfully defend the credit of 

your witnefs. 1 hope, however, that fome 
who have formerly entertained fublime no¬ 
tions of the morality of the Complutenfian 
and other editors, will upon reflection abate 
of their confidence, and acknowledge that 
when a man is (no matter how) convinced 
of the genuinenefs of any reading, he will 
not be lo terupulous as to throw it out of his 
text merely becaufe his MSS. chance to be 
refraCtory. In particular, the zeal and eager- 
nefs that have been (hewn for the eftablifh- 


Y j 


ment of this verfe, fometimes upon very 

Header authority and fometimes upon 


none 


p J 
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friay fervc to check the wotlder of thofe 

readers, who are apt to put implicit truft in 
the profeflions of editors. 

I mufl not forget a gentle cenfiire of La 

Croze’s upon the Syriac verfion, that 
fpe£table as it is, by having been retouched 
feveral times, the copies have many varia¬ 
tions, and that it does not deferve quite fo 
much credit as it has commonly obtained. 

But this obfervation, however it may detract 

from the general authority of the verfion, 
tatlicr firengthens than weakens its evidence 

in the prefent cafe. For fince many Greek 

interpolations have been admitted from time 

to time into the Svriac, its conftant omiflion 

■» ^ 

of this verfe in the fuccefiive collations of 

Greek MSS. proves that the verle was uni¬ 
formly ablent from the early Syriac verfion 
and the Greek copies upon which the later 

tranflation was formed. 

To conclude, the MSS. of the Coptic ver¬ 
fion unanimouflv, the old Syriac verfion, and 
the later verfion made by Philoxenus and 

collated again with Greek MSS. and the for- 


* t< 






Chriflianifme d’Elhiopic, 1. p, 40 


mer 
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mer Syriac by Thomas Heracleenns, are three 

ft ron g and diitintt evidences again ft the au¬ 
thenticity of i John V. 7. The Syriac MSS. 

protefted again ft it till the end of the fixteenrh 
century, when the copies of hieh owners as 
were obedient to the confcientious Menezes 

began to be adulterated in compliance with 

his orders- With equal judgment and fidelity 
fome of the Syriac editors have admitted this 
verfe into their text, without the flighteft 

authority, but merely from a marginal note 

of Immanuel Tremellius. 

p 1 

But whatever weight thefe verfions may 

be thought to have in the decifion of the 
prefent queftion, every attentive reader muft 

fee and coufefs that Mr. Travis is a fervile 
copier and an hardy aflerter. I fhall there¬ 
fore difmifs him to the contempt of the 

learned, and the reproaches of his own 
confcicnce. 


N 


LETTER 
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ia 


v 


SIR 


remaining vernons to which Dr.Ben 


ion appeals, are the Arabic, the j 3 £thiopic, 

the Perfic, the Armenian, the Ruffian, and 

the old French. By the old French verfion 
I fuppofe him to mean the Gallic Lettionary 

published by Mabillon, of which 


11 


g;ave an 

account in my fixth letter* I frankly con- 
fen t to exclude this from the number of ver- 




fions. I have only produced it as a copy of 
the Latin verfion, though for a (ingle autho¬ 
rity I lay great flrefs upon it. The Perfic, 
which Martin feems generoufly to yield to 

his oppolcrs, Dr. Ben foil accepts, and you 

acquitfcc in his claim. If there really be in 
print iucli a Perilc verfion containing the 

Catholic Epiftles, I mud take fhame to my- 

felf, and confefs my ignorance; comforting 

my Lei however, that Mill, Wetftein, Mr, 

Griefbach* 
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Grielbach, and others, feem to be as ignorant 
as I am. To the Arabic and ASthiopic you 

objeft, becaufe they are copied, according to 

Simon and Dupin, from the Syriac. But in 
the note, p. 193, you tell us, that Renaudot 
deduces the A£thiopic, and Michaelis fome of 

the Arabic verlions, from the Coptic. The 

folution of this queftion mult be left to the 

curious in Oriental languages. Perhaps thofe 

■ 

learned men were hafty in their judgments 
and founded their fentimerits upon a partial 
conformity. Perhaps both thefe verlions 

were made from Greek MSS. though the 

■ 

MSS. might have a general likenefs to thofe 

■ 

which were ufed by the compilers of the 

Syriac and Coptic. At any rate, amidfl: thefe 

jarring opinions, it will be impoflible to make 
a well-grounded choice, till more accurate 
editions are publilhed from Arabic and Aithio- 

pic MSS. 

But not caring to talk learnedly without 

undemanding the fubjeft (though that is a 

very common fault, as you, Sir, no doubt; 

have obferved), I (hall not prefs this argu¬ 
ment 


9, 


nor affume a point in my own favour, 
merely becaufe it cannot be proved againft 

N 2 


me 
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me. I fhall only me the concurrent tefti* 

mony of thefe two Verfions as an argument 
for the conliftency of their parents. If the 
difputed veife had been once in the Coptic of 

m t 

Syriac, and was afterwards loft out of the 
later copies, it might have been'preftrved in 

the Athiopic or Arabic from early .and un- 

■ 

Corrupted MSS. But fince thefe too omit it, 

> r t 

the agreement of the Syriac and'Coptic ver- 
lions is ftreilgthened by a frem acceliion of 
evidence. 

Having thus di{patched the Arabic and 

JEthiopic verfions, we come to the Armenian, 

_ i 

which La Croze* lias dignified with the 

■ 

auguft title of %ueen of Verfions . But, alas ! 

- ■> I 

- Kings, Queens, and States , 

Maids, matrons, nay, the fecrets of the grave $ 

dtirous Slander enters . 

For a king and a bifhop (Haitho andUfcan) 

who were iutruffed with the education of this 
queen, have been accufed of fullying the pu¬ 
rity which they ought to have prote&ed* 


This 




* Beau fob 
IVhijlon'i Pref. to Mofes Chorencnfis 


and Lenfant *s Pref. to N. T. p. 21 1 


re 


p. 0 


Thi 
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This flander had gained ground upon the 

a" J 

a 

report of Simpn, Sandius, and L# Croze 
and the world in general feemcd difpofed to 

b ■ 

believe it; when a champion 
and with more than a Quixote’s gallantry 
threw down his gauntlet in behalf of in¬ 
jured innocence. 

En quo l certes G? fa bonte , 

Et fan %e!e & fa char it e, 

Se firent d'autant plus paroitre , 

Qu il n a Vhonneur de la conmitre 

Semblabk d ces preux Chevaliers 
Cfs Paladins avaniuriers 

defendant des Inconnues 
Ont port £ leur nom jufqu aux nnes , 

You will perhaps, Sir, interrupt this raillery 
by aiking me, whether I underlhuid the Ar¬ 
menian language ? Truly, Sir, no better than 

yourfelf. But that I know fomething more 
of the fubjeft than you, I will endeavour to 

i 

convince my readers. We are happily agreed 

that Ufcan publifhed this verfion, and that it 

Contains i John V 

■ 

without any mark of doubt or fufpicion. 
You are very fond, I perceive, of thefe ex¬ 
pletives. Has any other paffage of UfcanV 

bible any mark of doubt or fufpicion ? If 

N 3 












You add indeed 








it 


not 
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not, what consequence can be drawn from 
his Silence on this place ? For my own part, 
not having your heroic talent for afiertion, 

I cannot pofitively affirm, but I fully believe 

that Ufcau has Spared himfelf all trouble of 

that kind. Your next arguments cannot hav 
juftice done them, without being more largely 
tranfcribed. 




i. Michaelis affirms, on the authority 

of Sandius, that Ufcan did not find the paf- 

Sage i John V. 7. in his MS. although it 

Hands in Ufcan’s editions. 

But the account fo given by Sandius, 
was evidently (to fay the leaft of it) a mis¬ 
take. [Anglice , was evidently a lie.] For 
M. Simon was acquainted at Paris with 

r 

UScan, whilft he was employed in executing 
his important commiffion. And M. Simon 
(who was not only a very learned, but on 
the whole, a candid opponent of this verSe) 
expreflly admits, that Ufcan’s imprcffion 

1 

could not but be very accurate 
(fays he), who 'was a judicious and difcreet 

perfotty brought with him the most correct 

MSS. which he carefully followed. And thefe 

particulars I learned from the bishop him¬ 
self. 






The bi/hop 




Here 
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Here, Sir, your fidelity in copying Martin’s 

tranflator has let you into a fmali error. You 
ought to have divided Simon’s words into 

two quotations. But if a tranflator will omit 

ailleurs , who can help it ?—This, however, 

you call the confeffion of an adverfary, over¬ 
throwing his own prepofleflions. To make 
this a complete confeflion, and a counterpoife 
to the evidence of Sandius, Simon ought to 

have feen Ufcan’s MS. or MSS. with his own 
eyes, and to have teftified that he there read 
the difputed verfe. But he only fays that 
the bifliop brought with him good MSS. 

which he faithfully followed. We cannot 
eredt this into a teftimony, unlefs we know 

alio, that Simon examined the MSS., com¬ 
pared them with Ufcan's edition, and found 
them to agree. But this we know he did 
not, becaufe he confefles, in another place, 
that he learned thefe particulars from the 
bifhop’s own mouth. Thus Simon’s confef- 
fion, that was to work fuch wonders in fa¬ 


vour of. the verfe, ihnnks into the foliiary 
declaration of an editor. The bubble that 
we admired, at a difiance, and purfued with 
eagernefs, vanishes into air the inftant we 

couch 
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touch it. Bengelius would have laid (what 
he has faid in effeft) of the Complutenfian 
editors, that they had good MSB. and fol¬ 
lowed them faithfully. And 1 myielf would 


fay the fame of other editors. But Bengelius 
allows that the Complutenfian editors had 

not this verfe in 


And if any 

perfon Ihould take advantage of my general 

published 


their MSS. 


expreffions, that an edition was 
from MSS. and argue that therefore it faith¬ 
fully followed the MSS. in this or that parti¬ 
cular paflage, I fhould begin to be in pain 
for the ftate of his intelle&s. Still lefs credit 


is to be given to the interened profeuions of 
a publifher. But you fuppole men who 
commend the goods which they expofe to 
fale, to have as nice a confcience as if they 
were taking an oath in a court of juftice. 

Thus Eraimus’s encomium upon Jerome you 

as a contradic- 

Eraiinu $ 

was a great, aud upon the whole an honefk 
man, though, like other editors, he fome- 
times defeended to pra&ife the tricks of the 
trade. Nobody elfe believes half the praifes 

that 


gravely bring, p. 253 
tion to his lefs flattering, opinion 


255 
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that he heaps upon Jerome, nor did he him- 

% 

felf believe them all. 

But fuppofing that Simon really made this 
donfeflion which you have extorted from his 
words, how does his teftimony difagree with 
Sandius’s? Sandius fays*, that an Armenian 
MS. 400 years old, which he faw in poflef- 
fion of the bilhop of the Armenian church 
at Amfterdam, omitted 1 John V. 7. You, 

Sir, I fuppofe, will not only allow, but inlift, 

that Ufcan had more than one MS. of the 
Catholic epiftles. If he had two, one con¬ 
taining, the other rejecting the verle, who 
can doubt that he would have placed it in 

his text, and thought himfelf obeying the 

■ 

laws of found criticifm ? Praferaiur leRlo 
plenior et magis orihodoxa would be his canon, 
efpecially when the common editions of the 

Latin, the only verlion that he underftood, 

would confirm him in his decifion. If there¬ 
fore the Armenian MSS. varied in this place, 
Sandius’s teftimony is not contra dieted either 
by Simon’s acknowledgement or by Ufcan’s 

profe (lions. 


Append. Interpret. Paradox, p, 376. 


But 
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But Simon, Sir, makes no luch acknow¬ 
ledgement. In the very letter of his, which 
you have quoted without feeing, Simon ob- 
ferves that the three heavenly witnefles were 
indeed in Ufcan’s edition, but adds, that Uf- 
fcan, knowing lomething of Latin, probably 
borrowed them from the Vulgate to enrich 
his edition* This conjecture of Simon’s re¬ 
ceives fome colour from La Croze’s in forma- 

a" 

tion, that Ufcan confefles in one of his pre¬ 
faces, with feeming complacency, that he 
altered fon^*things from the Vulgate. But 
this proves nothing in your opinion, be- 

caufe Ufcan makes no fuch confeflion refpeCt- 
’ ing i John V. 7.” I am not violently dif- 

pofed to accufe Ufcan * of the interpolation, 
I only mention this as a fpccimen of your 
mafterly reafoning. Ufcan fays that he added 

fome things from the Vulgate. He fpecifies 

none. Therefore lie did not add this. I ai> 

4 

fwer, that whatever pafiagc be fufpeCted, you 

will always have the fame reafon at your 


* If Ufcan be really guilty of this infertion, the paflages. 
in the ads of the council are probably corrupted by G a- 

lanus. 


beck 
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For Ufcan makes no confeflion re 

I 


beck 

i 

fpetting any paflage. Therefore he has altered 
none, and of courfe tells a lie when he fays 

i 1 

that he has. Excellent logician! But I am 

alhamed of fuch trifling. 

In the thirteenth century the Armenian 
church became intimate with the Roman. 


Haitho in particular was much devoted to it, 
and tolerably acquainted with the Latin lan- 

In preparing a new edition of the 


guage 

bible, it was impoflible for him to negle& 


the authority of a church with which he 

i 

had contracted fo clofe a friendlhip. A clear 


proof of his reverence for his fpiritual ally 

i 

is, that he tranflated all the prefaces attri 
buted to Jerome, and among them the Pro 

logue to the Canonical Epiftles 
therefore Haitho borrowed this Prologue, 
which complains of unfaithful tranflators, 
and pretends to reftore the heavenly witnelles 

from Greek MSS., how could he refift the 
teftimony of Jerome, and, as far as he knew, 
the uniform authority of the Latin church l 

If the Armenian verfion was before his time 
defective in this important paflage, he was 
bound upon fuch weighty reafons to patch 


When 


up 
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lip the flaw. You fay 

feting Terome 4 s prefaces does not prove that 

this verfe was not in the Armenian MSS. 

I 

Before he wis born. 

entirely prove it. 

h 

verfe was not in the Armenian MSS. of that 

he would have taken it from the Vul- 


that Haitho s tranf 




True ; it does not 

But it proves, that if this 




age, 

gate, and added it to his own edition. That 
this verfe was not in the Armenian MSS. of 
that age, appears from the teftimony of San- 
dius concerning the only MS. known to be 

i 

of that age. The teftimony of Sandius is, 
i. not contradicted by Simon’s confeflion, 
for Simon confefles nothing, but that Ufcan 

told him that he had brought Armenian MSS. 

from which he meant * to print his edition ; 

■ 

nor, 2. is it contradicted hy Ufean’s own 

praCtice, for though Ufcan has really inlerted 

this verfe in his edition, he might do this 

one or feme only of 

' i 

and yet he would 
then have aCted up to his own ideas of fide- 


upon the authority of 
his Wfes. and not of all 


* I have not Simon’s Bibliothequc de Sainjore at hand ; 

but, as far as‘1 recoiled, Ufcan was .at Paris long before 
he printed his edition. 


lit} 
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lity, and agreeably to the cimom of editors; 

Nor, 2. is this tcftimony of Sandius at alL 

improbable in itfelf; for there is no difficulty* 

^ l " "™ ___ 

in conceiving that an Armenian MS. mould 

* ' 9 

agree 1 with all the Greek MSS. extant, with 

the Syriac, Coptic, Arabic, ./Ethiopic, 1S&- 

vonic verfions, with more than twenty of the 

oldeft Latin MSS. &c. 

■ 

■ 

You next produce a confeffion from Mi- 

chaclis, that this verfe is quoted thirty-feven 
years after Hakho’s death by an Armenian. 

council. This, Sir, I acknowledge ; and you 

■% / 

ought to acknowledge in your turn the gene- 

■ 

rofity of the adverlaries; for La Croze firft 

■ 

dificovered* thele pahhges. It may likewife 

of La Croze’s 

candour, that having at fir ft fufpedted Ufcan 
himfelf of the interpolation, he confeffed his 

I 

miftake. He found Ufcan*s edition agreeing 

■ 

with the Vulgate in adding paflages of which 

no traces were vilible in an Armenian MS. at 
Berlin. And by comparing this circumftance 
with Ufcan’s tonfeffion. that he had altered 


be added to the advantu 




O 


* So Le Long firfl fold the public, that the verfe was 
found in the Dublin MS. . » 


fo in e 


f *9® 1 


fome things from the Vulgate, he inferred, 

that Ufcan had inferted i John V. 7. folely in 
compliance with the Vulgate. But this opi¬ 
nion he retradled upon finding the foregoing 

quotations. 

From thefe paflages you argue, that, if the 
verfe had been reftored by Haitho, the mem* 
bers of the council would certainly have given 

fome note to inform the reader that it had 

■ 

once been loft, and now was rejfored ; or have 

made fome acknowledgement to the memory 

of Haitho for its reparation. How long. Sir, 
muft a new edition of the bible be publifhed, 

before it is lawful to quote it for fcripture: 
The members of the council bufied them- 

in fcrupuloufly marking 

the paflages in which the old verfion differed 

from Haitho* s! In our Englifh bibles this 

very fentence was once marked as fufpicious. 

I forget the precife year in which it was 
made free of the text. Would not a com¬ 
mon Chriftian, nay, perhaps the clergy in 
convocation, if they quoted this verfe the 
next year, probably quote it without trou¬ 
bling themfelves about the hiftory of its in¬ 
fer tion ? The greater part of mankind, even 

thofe 


felves, no doubt 


*9 




thofe who call themfelves literary men, fcarcel* 

__ t 

examine critically the paflages \krhich 


ever 

they occafionally quote. They take them 
from the edition that fir ft occurs, or lL*n 
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times from another writer, on whofe 

faith they repofe. (Of the truth of thi 9 

fition you, Sir, are a woeful proof.) It was 
natural then that an edition of the bible pub* 
lifted by a king and a faint ftould in thirty* 
feven years become authentic. The perlbu 
who drew up the account of the proceedings 
in council, might not poffefs, might not even 
have feen, a copy of the former edition* 

s 

And though he did know that the paflage 
was otherwife read in the older MSS. his 
orthodoxy, his natural propenfity to the am¬ 
pler reading, his refpedl for the piety, eru¬ 
dition and dignity of the deceafed editor, 
would induce him to adopt the emendation. 

But were the writers of thofe days fo ex¬ 
ceedingly addidted to criticiftn, that they ad¬ 
mitted no fcriptural quotation into their 
works, without a full enquiry into its claims 
to be read in this or that manner ? Did the 
members of thofe aflemblies nicely weigh 

the authorities, and verify the citations, pro¬ 
duced 


4 
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du.cqd by, each other ? In the prefen t age* 


which is infinitely more learned and critical 

4 

than either the thirteenth or the fourteenth 


J i 


century, I queuion whether every reader or 
writer gives himfelf this trouble. Some per- 

fons of high rank, Sir, it is laid, have given 
your-book great praifes; have approved your 
reafonings, and fubfcribed to your con elu¬ 
tion. Have they all diligently examined your 

fadts and your quotations ? It is with pain I 

pronounce, that this queftion cannot be an- 
fwered in the affirmative. In ffiort, your 
argument is built upon two afliimptions : 

1. The council ought to have mentioned the 
various reading, if there had been one ; 

2. The council adted exadlly as it ought to 

have adted, and therefore would have men¬ 
tioned the various reading, if there had been 


But I have been informed, that the 

Neither 


one 

latter rule is fometimes deceitful, 
perhaps did the council know of the obliga¬ 
tion that Mr. Travis has lately impofed on 

them. 


All this while, the reader muft needs fup- 
pofe, from what you have laid, that the 
council quotes this verfe to prove the dodtrine 


of 


C m 3 


of the Trinity, or fome branch of it; or at leaft 

to apply the words in fbme manner or other. 
How will he be furprifed to learn, that 

though indeed this verfe is thrice tranfcribed 
in the Councils, p.436, 461, 478, in none 
of the three places is the High tell ufe made 
of it, nor any kind of reference to it in the 
fequel. What need then had the compiler 

of the ACIs of the Council to quit his fubjeCt 
for an impertinent digreflion ? Suppofe that 

an Englifli divine, foon after our tranflation 
had received its laft correction, writing on 

the nature of Antichrift, thus quoted the pre- 

. Whofoever denleth the Son 7 
the fame hath not the Father ; but he that acknow¬ 
ledged the Son f hath the Father alfo . Would 
it be worth his while to flop and inform his 

readers, that the fecond part of this verfe 


lent Epiftle II 


n o 


was once wanting in our tranflation, or to 
make an acknowledgement to the church for 
having refored it ? It is of fmall confequence 

whether a writer quotes a doubtful part of 
feripture or not, if he takes care to 


argue 

only from what is genuine. Nobody there¬ 
fore, unlefs he 


were very critically inclined, 
would wafte his time in explaining why he 

O preferred 
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preferred one reading to another, of a paflage 

which he barely quoted, without intending 
to employ it in his argument. But let us 

examine the paflages. The laft I (hall quote 
at length, p. 478 ; Etji verum Mud ejfe fateri 

debemus , quod licet duo ijia in fe corruttibiha 

Jint , in dominie a tamen difpenfationis facr ament 0 

rnyjlice fumpta puriffima et ab omni funt corruptela 
coni agio remotijjima , eandcmque cum Spiritu faudio 

purificantem vim et operationem Jibi vendi cant, 

quocirca magnus jdpoflolus Hie Joannes in quadani 
ex Catbolicis fuis epiftolh ait . (1 John V. 
exadtly as in the Vulgate :) Fide ut tria haec 

unam eandemque vim retinent ; nam licet diver fa 
fecundum fe, viriute tamen et eperatione unum 
quid funt dtvinum et purificans: b apt if mum enim 
free fe ferunt ; aqua quidem juxta Mud, Ego 
baptizo vos aqua; fanguis vero fecundum id ; 

Calicem quern ego bibo, bibetis, et baptifmo, 

quo ego baptizor, baptizabimini; fanguinem 

hie mtelhgem: Spiritus denique juxta Mud, I pfe 

vos baptizabit in Spiritu fan£to et igni.— 
The other two are exactly to the fame pur- 

pole, and prove, from the water and the 

■ 

blood in the eighth verfe, that water ought 

to be mixed with the facramental wine. In 

this 




/* 
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this cafe tjiefe are three pofiibilities :.ri> the 

council-flight quote thefc words from Hai 

b 

tho’s verfioh; or, 2. the copiers of the A&s 

■ 

Galanus himfelf might infert them. 

Whoever thinks that Ulcan added 1 John V. 7. 

without the warrant of, any MS. may adopt 

the latter fuppofition. But though 1 fhould 
not accufc the copiers or Galanus of forgery 
if I chofe to defend the lecond or the third 
fuppofition, yet to Ihew my fairnefs, and to ; 

fliorten the difpute, I will be content with 
the firft. Nothing however can be concluded 

thence, but that this verfe was already extant 

in the MSS. ufed by the council. They might 

not know when or by what means it gained 
its fituation. Or if they knew, it would 
have been worfe than ufelels to have broken 

■ i 

■ 

the thread of their difeourfe for fo foreign a 

topic. They lent for an old acquaintance 
whofe help they wanted. He came, and 
brought with him a rented yountr ftraiiirer. 
They gave the ftrangcr a polite invitation 
which he as politely accepted. In al 

there is nothing extraordinary. It is the daily 
practice of mankind. 




or 


3 






,/ 


I 




1 ^ 
i Lilli 


o 


But 
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ut we have not yet done with this §tteeri 
of Verfons . For “ one Nicon, an Armenian, 

publifhed a trcatife de pejjima relighne Armeni- 
orurHy in which he accufed his countrymen 
of having interpolated their bibles in Luke 
XXIL 43, 44. and diverfe other texts; but 
he brought no charge again ft them concern¬ 
ing the verfe now in debate; which is a proof 

that it anciently was, as it now is, found in 
that verfion. 




1 * 


I did intend to examine this proportion as 


minutely as fome of the former, but I find 
it neceflary to abridge. The errors thicken 
fo much, that I am afraid of writing a folio 

inftead 


an oftavo. I (hall therefore ftate. 


01 


the fadls as concilely as I can. If 1 had read 
your fentence with implicit belief, I fhould 
have fuppofed, that Nicon wrote after the 
date of Ufcan’s edition ; that he produced a 
long catalogue of paflages befides Luke XXII. 
43, 44. where it was interpolated, but was 

filent upon 1 John V. 7. But as I knew 

iomething of Nicon, and {omething too of 

Mr. Travis, I was fure that all you told us 
could not be true. 


This 

h 
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ThisNicon, according to Fabricius*, was 

a monk of the tenth century. La Croze + 

and Beaufobrej, who call him a Greek im - 
pojlor , feem to think him a different perfon. 

However, Greek impoflor or not, he lived 
long before the age of printing, and at leaft 
earlier, I fuppofe, than the time of Haitho. 
His treatife dt pejjima Religione Armeniorum is 

extant in Latin §, but imperfect 
been fince publifhed complete by Cotelerius|| 

from two Greek MSS. In fmall Greek print 


It has 


this important treatife takes up about—two 
thirds of a folio page. Neither does Nicon 
accufe the Armenians of interpolating, but 
of erafing, Neither does he accufe them of 

corrupting “ Luke XXII. 43, 44. and diverfe 

other paflages,” but only 

VIII. 1 


one belides, John 

If Nicon’s copy had 1 John V. 
7. and he knew that the Armenian MSS. 
omitted it, in fo Ihort a treatife, where he is 


11 


• Biblioth. Gr. Vol. X. p, 283. 

t Hift, du Chriflianifme d’Armenie 


P -3 33 - 

t Biblioth, German ique, tom. XXXIX. p. 40. 
4 Beveridge, Not. in Can. Concil. Trull, p. 158 
| Patr. Apoftol. tom. I. p. 235. 
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content with two examples, toe might not 

r 

have thought it neceflhry to record a third. 

If his copy omitted and the Armenian MSS. 

retained it, he might be filent for the fame 

reafon; or he might not be equally fevere 

upon additions; or he might think that they 
p refer ved the genuine text, and that his own 

copy was corrupt. But if, as we maintain, 
neither Nicon nor his contemporary Arme¬ 
nians knew of this verfe, how could he re¬ 
proach them either with omitting or inter¬ 
polating a fen ten ce, that never exifled hi 

Greek or Armenian till the thirteenth cen- 

turv } 


In’ ali this, Sir, 1 am ready to acquit you 

it is a fraud to pro** 

moft ignorant. 


of fraud, except fo f 

ft is knowledge where you are 

You copy Martin and his references from the 


ar as 


Englifli tranflation. This appears from your 

faying liverse other pajfages (plusieurs) in¬ 
flea d of another. Having' drawn out this 


o 


article to au unconfcionahle length, I fhall 
fum it up in a few words. The ancient Ar¬ 
menian MSS. omitted the three heavenly 
withefics. But in the thirteenth century the 

' "" l" 

Romifli and Armenian churches became inti¬ 


mate 
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Haitho, king of Armenia, nndemood 

Latin, and was a diligent reader- of the Vul- 

Perhaps from this circumftatice he 


mate 


gate. 

firft formed the defign of making a new edi 


tion of the lcriptures in his own language. 

However, from the Vulgate he tranflated all 

the prefaces attributed to Jerome, and inferted 

them in his own edition. He could not be 


fo inattentive to the advice of a (fuppofed) 
critic and faint* -not to reft ore, as he would 

think it, this valuable verfe to its place. 

Thirty-(even years after Haitho’s death, the 

council of Armenia (perhaps) quoted it, but 

in company with the eighth verfe. And it 

is the eighth verle only that concerns their 

They prove from the earthly 
witnefTes, that the wine of the Eucharift 

ought to be diluted with water. Three hun¬ 
dred years after Haitho, Bifhop Ufcan inferted 
the fcventh verfe in his edition. But that it 

has been uniformly in the Armenian MSS. 
from the time of C h ry fofto m e, becaufe it 
has been in them fince the union of the Latin 


argument 


O 


and Armenian churches, is as likely as that. 

has been uniformly in the Greek MSS. 
becaufe it has been quoted by fome Greek 

waiters 


it 


O 4 
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writers fince the Greek tranflation of the 

Lateran council, 

I have already afferted, in this letter, that 

the Slavonic verfion omits I John V 

find, upon reading a little farther in your 
book, that you have afferted the contrary. 

That I may know, whether I ought to defend 
or retradt my opinion, I fhall examine your 

reafons, which are two, I think, one pre - 
fumptive *, and one pqfitlve. Your prefumptive 
proof ftands thus: The Ruffians, at the 

clofe of the tenth century, were converted 

by the Greeks, from whom they received the 

fcriptures. But it has been proved that the 
ancient Greek church acknowledged this verfe 

to be genuine. Therefore the Ruffian or 

modern Greek church acknowledged it to be 




/* 


Your pojitive proof ftands thus: 


genuine. 

This verfe poffeffes its place in all the Ruf¬ 




fian NewTeftaments, and in the Ruffian con- 

feffion of faith, drawn up by Parthenius in 

1643 ” 

Firft, I obferve, Sir, upon the former of 


* See Letter I, p. 5. 


y 0 u r 
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your proofs, that *La Croze, almoft as good 

a judge of thefe matters as yourfelf, attributes 
the Slavonic verfion to the ninth century, 
that is to fay, not quite an hundred years 
after Alcuin’s revifion. u It cannot be fup- 

pofed, that the authors of this verfion would 

collate modern MSS. No! candour (I mean 

Mr. Travis’s candour) obliges us to admit, 
that their refearches were extended much 
higher, in all probability to the fecond or 

third century.” But my candour is more 
eafily fatisfied. I am content to produce the 

authority of this verfion for no more thau a 
tolerable proof what was the ufual reading 
in the fixth (or if, when you find it turned 

ngainft you, you (hould be zealous to deprels 

■ 

jts value) in the feventh and eighth centuries. 

Next, I obferve, that your preemptive 
proof may eafily be gained to the other fide. 

The Ruflians tranflated the feriptures from 

Greek MSS. in the ninth century. But all 

the Greek MSS. of all ages omit i John V. 

Therefore the Slavonic verfion omits it. 


7' 


* Hift. da ChriAianifme des Indes 

Addenda, p, n. 


p. 229 or 343, and 


You 
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You cannot controvert this con cl u (ion, un 
lefs you can 

Greek MSS. or all at leaft that 

ninth century and older, retain this verfe, 

■ 

that it is frequently quoted by Greek au¬ 
thors of that and the preceding ages. For, 

till you can prove an univerfal or very gene¬ 
ral confent of the Greek MSS. how do you 

know but the tranflators lighted upon fome 

of the defe£tive and erroneous copies, fuch 

as the Syriac and Coptic interpreters had ? 

Thirdly, I obferve, that you are lo candid 
as to add a note which totally overthrows 

a" 

what your pojitive proof advances. 

Slavonian bible of 1663 has this text printed 

in its margin only. All the Ruffian bibles 

have it in the body of the page. 

Sir, fince the modern Ruffian bibles have no 
authority whatfoever, but what they derive 
from the ancient Slavonic, even from your 
own flate of the cafe it plainly appears that 
this verfe is an interpolation. If the curators 
of the edition of 1663 had a fingle MS. 
containing the verfe, at a time when their 
Patriarch had admitted it into their confef- 
fions of faith, it is impoflible that they fliould 


prove either that all the prefent 

are of the 




The 


££ 




Now 


let 
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lb disgraceful a mirk upon it; as to 

'elude it fWftri-'the text and degrade it to the 

margin. ■ 

utterly unknown to the author firft gain ad- 

b 

■mittance into the margin, and then become 
part of the text. Since we fee this happeh 
fo often in printed books, we need not won¬ 
der at it in MSS. Whoever remembers what 

I have fa id concerning the Syriac verfion, 

u 

will want no farther inducement to believe 

that the difputed verfe was never in the Sla¬ 
vonic. But When once fuch pafiages 

r 

r poffefiion, it is* blafphemy 
they came thither; 

J 

and charity to hint a fitlpicion that any edl- 
' tor could be fo unworthy a betrayer of hh trufl 9 
fo unfaithful a flew arc! of the oracles of God, 

!&c-. &c. (I omit fevetal thoufand epithets 

for the fake of brevity) as to incrcale his 
edition with a verfe which was not extant in 

But how H this verfe printed ih 

the edition of 1663 ? You, Sir, who at other 
times are luxuriant enough in your quota¬ 
tions, here grudge us a lhort fehterree. The 
Slavonic edition then thus reprefen ts i John 
V. 8. in the text: * And there are three wi{- 

1 > 

nejjing 




manner words and fenterices 


are in 

to enquire’ how 

it is want of candour 


his MSS 
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neffing on earth , the fpirit , and the Water, and 
the blood,\ and the three agree in one . In the 
margin the feventh verfe : * For there are three , 
&c. Here, lays Martin, the abrupt transition' 
to And inlleadof For (hews that it was a 


mere 

'variation in the Slavonic MSS. Yon, Sir, 

may Strengthen this realbning, if you like, 
by oh Serving that the words on earth refer tQ 

their oppofites in heaven , and cry loudly for 
the inSertion of the feventh verfe. Belides. 


continues Martin, this edition profelfes in 
the preface clofely to follow an elder edition 
printed at Oltrow in 1581. That edition 

therefore reprefents the paflage in the fame 

manner, being printed, no doubt, from 3 MS. 

that had the heavenly witneSfes in the mar¬ 
gin, either from the fame or from a different 

hand. Martin and you, Sir, I knew long 
fince, look upon margin and text as one and 

the fame thing. But I hope that others, 

whofe ideas are a little more diflindt, will 
See, that, even allowing Martin’s account to 
be true, the verfe may juftly be iufpe£ted of 

interpolation. For myfelf, I own, I am not 

lb quick of belief. Having had a little ex¬ 
perience of pious fraud, I am apt to exclaim. 
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on fuch occafions, Kaic^’ ol'koKoI^v , u n rov- 
ruv ire&ofjLctu Perhaps the reader will hardly 

believe, that the Oft row edition has only 

+ 

thefe words in the text, without any mar¬ 
ginal note: Quoniam ires funt tejiantes , fpiritus 9 
aqua, et fanguis, et ires in unum funt . Perhaps 

he will find greater difficulty in believing, 

that Newton, whole arguments you pretend 

to confute in your fecond edition, had already 

declared himfelf an eye-witnefs of this read¬ 
ing in the Oftrow edition. And I can afiuro 
you, if you will allow fuch a teftimony as 
mine, that in this declaration Newton tells 
no lie. Newton refers alfo to Camillus de 
Antichrifto*, who had feen one Illyric or 
Ruffian MS. as lie calls it, fix hundred years 
old, and poflefled another of great antiquity, 

both which read the pafl'age in the fame con- 

cife way. Perhaps you will make an objec¬ 
tion to this Camillus, becaufe he was a Soci- 
nian. I fhall leave him to your mercy. For 
no heretic’s word or oath ought to be be¬ 
lieved, who writes againft this verfe. But 


»r 


* P. 156. His real name was Thomas Piftcius 
Sandiui Biblioth. Antitrinit. p. 107. 


See 


how 


[' 2o6 ], 


Ijow {hall w$. dude the evidence of a Slavonic 

MS. lately collated by. Profeflor Alter *> whicli 

■ A ■ i 

is guilty of the fame Laconic ludemefs. Per 
haps the Profefipr to 9 is a concealed heretic 

and has made, a falfe report. 

^1, ^ r r ' 1 ‘ * ' ’ " ' 

Let ijs now contemplate the honefty of the 
Mofcow editors* They dared not all at once 
interpolate the text .with this verfe. They 

therefore put it into the margin, hoping that 
it plight at In (I arrive at the honour of being 
received fpi? undoubted fcripturc. To accom- 
plifli this godly purpole, they firft altered For 
tp And, t v- 8,«: then added on earth, and botl} 
contrary to, the authority which they pro- 
fefled tq follow, in: order to perfuade the 
ignorant and credulous, that it was a mere 

cafual pmiflion of the tranferiber. Surely 

never was lo much fraud and forgery em¬ 
ployed in fupport of this marvellous paf- 

f a E e ' 




i 


I may now, I think, venture to affirm, 
that the ancient .Armenian and Slavonic ver- 

lions both were ignorant of the heavenly 


Var. hc£t. in N.T. ex MS 9 . Vindobon. tom. II 

I J b 


p. 1036 


vvitnefles 


f *7 r 


witnefles; but I fhnll affirm without lcruple* 

that you 

contrary 

your ignorance of the queftlon, joined to an 

implicit faith in your blind guide Martin, 
plunges you into frefh difficult) and uhftake. 


proved nothing to. the 


Sir, h 

and that, every fit p you take 


'1 


ve 




* 
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Postscript 


\ 


I 


l. J, L. Frey told Wetflein in difcourfing 

h * ■ ■ ■* - * -• 

upon i John V. 7. that it was wanting* in 

his copy 

Converfation pnfled in 1719) before the deadly 
quarrel broke out between Frey and Wetftein. 
I am not fo languiiic as Mr. Travis; elfe I 
ihonld produce this for a decifive teftimony 

For it is poffihle that Wet- 

1 

deceive him, or that 


1 . 


This 


the Armenian verfion 


■ r 


Oi 


*. i 


- < * 


in my favour 

fteln 4 s memory might 

in the eagernefs of his zeal, partly againft 

the verfe, and partly againft Frey, he might 


1 


m ■ 


* Regeflit neque ex dare a pud Patres, nc apud Cypria- 
num quidem, fi redte inlpiciatur, neque in MS. San<Slo- 

Gallenfi, aliifque veteribus'codicibus Latinis, neque th 
Verfianty quant habtrtt % Armena. Wetstein Prolegoin. 

p. 192 




enlarge 


[ J 


enlarge 

aflcrtion. 


fimple conjentire into a pofitive 

The fa£t, however, is probable 
enough in itfclf, that Frey had feen, or that 


he poffefled, an Armenian MS. containing 
the Catholic epiftlesi If fuch a MS. be ftill 
preferved at Amfterdam, it would perhaps 

upon examination turn out to be the fame 
that Sandius (aw in Ufcan’s pofleflion. 
throw out this only as an hint to thofe who 
may hereafter have inclination and opportu¬ 
nity to reconfider the queftion. 

2. I learn from Mr. Matthan*, that the 
firft edition of the Slavonic verfion was printed 
at Prague in the year 1519. He does not 
mention its form, but obferves that it is re¬ 
markably fcarce, and rarely found entire 

have feen an old Slavonic edition, which I 
uefs to be the fame. It is a fmall thick 


I 


I 




o&avo, but I have not been able to find any 
date of time and place. Nor is it neceffary to 
make any particular enquiry after lb perverle 

and difloyal a book, which fcarcely furnifhes 
half its complement of text on this dangerous 

and diftrelling occafion. 


Append. II. ad Apocalypf. p. 346 


T 


14 
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IX 


T 


SIR 


I ALMOST feel an inclination to pity you, 

when I enter upon your Greek authority, 

they are lo fcanty, doubtful, and fufpedted. 
According to your own computation they are 
only four; the Synoplis Scripture and the 
Dialogue againft the Arians (both publilhed 
with the works of Athanalius), the Panoplia 

Dogmatica of Euthymius Zigabenus, and 

the Greek Le&ionary called Apoftolos or 
Praxapoftolos. Of thefe I mean to treat in 

their order. 

Firft, the argument of this Epiftle, you 

fay, p. 49, 102. is generally allowed to be 
the genuine work of Athanalius; As far as 


1 can learn, it is generally allowed to be fpu 

rious 


In fome editions of the N 


it is 

attributed to Euthalius. It may be found ia 
Oecumentus without any author’s name. In 

Mill’s 


P 






210 


Mill’s edition it is called Sophronius s, though 
Mill himfelf, Prol. 994. thinks it may be 

the work of Athanafius, not the great prelate , 

(for the learned have long since de¬ 
cided it not TO be his), but another , per¬ 
haps him who advifed Euth alius to undertake his 
edition . Certainly it would much leffen the 
charafter of the great Athanafius, if he were 

the real author of fuch a confufed and im- 


ptrfeft abridgement* However, genuine or 

Jpurious, “ this author feems plainly to refer 

to the verfe in queftion.” How different are 
opinions! Mill, Bengelius, Wetftein, and 

Mr. Griefbach, affirm that it is not cited in 

the Synopfis. But let us attend to the proof. 

The verfe—is not direftly quoted—but 

th e author of it feems plainly to refer to this 

verfe in his fummary or breviate of the fifth 
chapter The apojlle , “ fays he,” here teaches 
the unity of the Son with the Father : “ for this 


Li 


unity is not taught in any part of that chflp 
ter, five in the feventh verfe. 


This 




you 

written, probably without looking at the 

; s itielf, and therefore added thole ufe- 


h-.d 


-U, in his fummary or breviate of the 
tier, which vanifh in the fecond edi¬ 


tion 
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tion. A common reader might hence fancy, 
that the Synopfis was a correct abridgement 

A 

of the whole Epiftle, chapter by chapter, and 

i 

almoft verfe by verfe, with the exa&nefs and 
regularity of a modern commentator. But 
though you omit thele words, you ft ill fay, 
at the end of the fen tence, in any part of that 

chapter , which fuppoles the very aflertion you 

h 

have omitted. To make the argument com¬ 
plete, you ought to have faid, as Martin had 
boldly faid, in any part of the epifile , inftead 

of mending his expreliion by an implied 

■ 

falfehood. Whoever will take the trouble of 


reading this fame Synopfis, will find it an 
incoherent jumble without method or con- 

fiftency, I once intended to tranfcribe the 
whole, but to avoid the fatigue and difguft 
of fuch a talk, I lhall fet down in their order 

the paflages which the author cites from this 
epiftle. I. i. I 

12-14. 


I. 2. V. 20. III. 8. II 


S- 


12. IV. ip. 

3, 6. V. 16. III. 14. 
III. 13, 14. V, 20, 21. 

I may now fafely appeal to every man of 
common fenfe, whether the place of any 
doubtful text in the Synopfis can determine 

P 2 


III. 10 

18. III. 10. IV. 2 


18. IV 


7 




IV. 8. [II. 23.] 


22 


its 
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he had not the courage to confefs it. If you 
object that the verfe II. 23. does not teach 
the unity of the Son with the Father, you 
mud prove, 1; that the author of the Synopfis 
means unity of eflence, not of confent; 
2. that no ancieht writer Would or could in¬ 
terpret it in that manner. But, I hope, every 
perfon who has had the patience to read thus 
far, will be convinced that lio mention is 

made of our verle in this Synopfis, but that 

lince the author was perfectly orthodox, his 

filence is a probable argument that it was 

utterly unknown to him. 

Your fecond authority is a dialogue be¬ 
tween an Alhanafian and an Arian, where 

the verfe is thus expressly quoted ; Is not 

that lively and favtng baptifm, whereby we re¬ 
ceive remij/ion of fns y adminijlered in the name 

of the Father , the Son , and the Holy Ghojlf 

And St . John fays<, And thefe three are one ” 

You have here tranflated rather freely, para¬ 
ph rafing fome words and omitting others. 

You might have greatly edified your readers, 
if you had favoured them with all the argu¬ 
ments by which the Athanafian convinces 
the Arian that the Trinity in unity is to be 

worlhipped. 
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Worshipped. I fhall therefore give an abridged 
but faithful trailflation. “ Why do the Sera¬ 
phim, thatlfaiah heard cry, Holy, Holy, Holy, 

neither exceed this number, nor fall lhort of 

it? Certainly becaufe it is not lawful for 

any befides the Trinity to be thus honoured. 
Why did Mofes teach the people to bend 
their neck and their knees three times on 

the earth, but to denote the worlhip of the 
Trinity in one Godhead ? The divine Elijah 

raifes the dead at the third breathing, to lhew 
that no man can be worthy of eternal life, 
who (liall not 'firft receive with reverential 
faith a coequal and confubftantial Trinity, 

which like (ire con fumes deadly fins- 

Neither could Paul other wile have afeended 


to the third heaven, uni els he had poflefled 
in his heart the indelible and confubftantial 

Likewife is not the 


faith of the Trinity 

remifiion of fms procured by that quickening 
and iaudtifying ablution, without which no 
man ft Kill fee the kingdom of heaven, ail 
ablution given to the faithful in the thrice- 
bleflcd name. And befides all thefe, John 

lays, And the three arc one” [or rather 
the one A1 


(£ 


are 


Concerning 
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Concerning this dialogue you tell us, u that 
whether it belongs to Athanafius or not, has 
been a matter of great difpute among the 
learned.** Who is the author, may perhaps 

admit of a difpute. But all the learned at 
prefent, as far as I know, confefs it to be 
fpurious. Cave thinks it to be the compo- 
fition of fome doating monk. In general 
however,. I believe, it is attributed to Maxi¬ 
mus, who lived in the feventh century, and 
refided five years in Africa aud ten at Rome, 

You, I know, fettle its date by an acute cri¬ 
tical remark (taken, as ufual* from Martin), 

that becaufe the dialogue mentions the joint 
reign of Conftantine and Couftantius, it was 

written before the expiration of that joint 

reign, A. C. 337. I always thought, Sir, that 
the internal notes of time, unlefs they be very 
recondite, were not decifive in feigned dia¬ 
logues. The greateft dotard of a monk in 
the feventh, or even in the feventeenth cen¬ 
tury, might write a dialogue and mention fo 

obvious a fatt. It would be a part of his 

plan to throw in a circumftance of this nature. 

If he meant to fuftain his afi'umed character 
with propriety. Works may be proved (with 

certain 
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Otrtain exceptions) to be fpurious, if they 
violate hiftorical truth, but they cannot be 

proved genuine, becaufe they do not violate 


it 


To the foregoing cenlure of Cave, which 
lam forry gave that worthy man, Mr, Martin , 

great uneafinefs, no reader of the leaft tafte, 
who has perufed my extraft, will refufe his 

aftent. How eafily might a monk who could 

fix fuch remote, abftrufe, or rather abfurd 
fenfes upon other paflages of feripture, inter¬ 
pret i John V. 8. of the Trinity ? The words 
leem to convey at leaft a more myftical mean¬ 
ing than moft of the other quotations. If he 
thought that fuch arguments as the Ifraelites 
thrice bending the neck, Elijah’s thrice 
breathing, Paul’s being rapt into the third 

heaven, &c. had made an impreflion on his 

antagonift, he might with equal modefty 

expeft, that he would be completely van- 
quilhed with this teftimony. It cannot be 
faid, that this interpretation was not current 
among the Greeks, when Simon found it in 
the margin of two MSS. and Mr. Matthiei 
in a third. The latter fcholium is this: 
Three in the mafculine gender , in token of the 

Trinity : 
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\Trinity: the Jpirit y of the Godhead ; the water *, 

of the enlightening knowledge to mankind, by the 

fpirit; the bloody of the Incarnation . Thefe MSS* 
are of the tenth and eleventh centuries# 
Now if this explanation could thus creep 
into the copies, and be recorded by the fcribes 

as a valuable memorandum, I fhould be fur- 
prized to find that no author had met with it 

in the margin of his MSS. or in the worlcs 
of the holy Do&ors, or in converfation; or 
that, having met with it, he fhould impioufly 
fuffer it to rufl in his pofleffion, inflead of 
employing it in the fervice of religion# 

But, interrupts Martin, the words are not 
the exa£t words of the eighth verfe 
fwer, neither are they the exa£ words of the 
feventh. But they much more nearly refem- 

ble the eighth than the feventh. The word 
iJf, as I faid before, was abforbed by the three 
preceding letters, and lofl out of the Greek 
MSS. from which the Latin verfion was made# 
The fame omiffion has happened in the copies 
of Cyril, of Euthymius Zigabenus, I may 

add, of Dionyfius Alexandria us, whom Mar¬ 
tin cites to his own confutation. But whe¬ 
ther the copy itfelf that the author of the 

dialogue 
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dialogue ufed, or the fcribe who copied the 

dialogue, be i 

and natural, that I wonder, i. why it has 
not been more frequent 
hence take occafion to objett that the eighth 

verfe is not quoted by Maximus. For, fays 

he, all the MSS. read in the eighth verfe, 

But this argument is not valid. 


fault, the fault is fo trifling 


in 


2. why Mill mould 


as to tv* 

iinlefs all the MSS. of all ancient writers 


who quote the eighth verfe, retain the pre- 

polifion, which we have juft feen not to be 

the fadt. 


In treating of the Latiu fathers, I fhall 

have occafion to examine more fully the fub- 

jedt of this allegorical interpretation. In the 
mean time I pal's to your next Greek witnels 


(next in the order of time) Euthymius Ziga 
benus, who in his *Panop!ia Dogmatica Or 

thodoxae Fidei 


thus refers to this verfe of 




St. John. The term one denotes things , the 
ejfenee and nature of which are the fame, and yet 
the per Jons are different , as in this injlance. And 

THREE ARE ONE.” 


Compare Ephef. VI. it—j 


Here 
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Here, Sir, I mean to furprize you with my 

liberal conceflions. I grant that this pafiage 
relates to the Trinity. And if it be a quota¬ 
tion from fcripture, I will grant that it is 
the claufe of i John V. 7. But before we 

admit this fecond proportion, I cannot help 
complaining that you have been lefs civil 
than Martin, who produces the Greek ori¬ 


ginal from a MS» in the French s king 

library: 

»0« 


TO ev i7Ti plv TUV OUOOVtTtUV XtytTOttj 

tomtothiq pev <pv<reug 9 ejtpoTvi; SI VTTOfucewVj 
, K4I TA TPIA EN. You might have 

tnade your Englilh look fomewhat better by 

h 

rendering. And the three are one . But you 
will forgive me if I doubt a little whether 

Euthymius really meant this for a quotation 
of our verfe, bee a ufe he fo greatly varies the 

expreflion. The verb fubftantlve, and pro¬ 
noun, are omitted, and the mafculines turned 

into neuters. Thefe orthodox divines were 


fc/C TO 


furely very inaccurate in their quotations of 

a moil important paflhge. Would a mere 
Englilh reader think that an author quoting 
thefe words: And the three (things) one (thing) 
could poilibly mean to quote this lentence: 

And thefe three (perfons) are one (thing) f 

Etic her ius 
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Etlcherius indeed reads the eighth, and Ethe- 
rius both the feventh and eighth verfes, with 
tria in the neuter; but I know no Greek 
writer who has done the (ame in either of 
the verfes. 

Though this I think might be a fufficient 
obje&ion, unlefs Euthymius had formally 

declared his quotation to be a part of ferip- 

ture, I (hall not think much to examine more 
deeply into the matter. Poor Martin, turn¬ 
ing over the Latin t ran flat ion of Euthymius, 
faw in the margin a reference to i John V. 

and finding it contained (omething like the 

feventh verfe, triumphantly added it to his 

cloud of witneflfes. But the mod ridiculous 

errors find lomebody or other to receive and 

vend them for precious truths. 

ouct tov ouoiov aytt tog tov ouoiov . 


The Latin tranflation is fo confufed, that 

1 (hould have wondered if Martin, whole 
talent for the languages was none of the 
happieft, had underftood it; though he might 
have feen caufe to doubt of his own con- 

ftruftion of the paffage, if he had confidered 

it with a little more attention or read a little 
farther. 


A friend 
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not but proceed from this verfe, whereas the 

contrary fuppofition is infinitely more pro¬ 
bable, that the verfe proceeded from fuch 

xpreflions of the Fathers. 

Let us refume our tranflation. t “ As one 

as a word varioufly ufed; for we fay, one in 
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number, as Peter: one in fpecies, as man : 
one in genus, as animal. Thus alfo with re- 

fpeCfc to two ; we fay, two in number, as 

Peter and Paul: two in fpecies, as man and 

horfe: two in 


as effence and colour 


gen u s, 

When therefore we Ipeak of Chrifl as two , 


we do not call him two in number, but one 


in number by me unity of perfbn, and twa¬ 
in fpecies, that is, hi nature, by the duality 
of natures; for Gregory the divine fays, and 

both together are one , not by nature , but by con~ 

When I came to this fentence, I 




junction 

quickly conjectured (and who would not con 

jedture ?) that fmce the fecond of thele quo 


tations bore the fuperfcription of Gregory 
Nazianzen, the hr ft too might iffue from the 

fame mint. And* to my unfpeakable com¬ 
fort, I found my conjedture right. The 

fecond of the pafTages is in Vol. I. Orat. 

XXXVI. p. 582. D. ; thefirfl, Orat. XXXIX. 

6 70, 


P 
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Having been always extremely 

fond of Gregory, I cannot forbear tranfcribin 

as much of the context as may enlighten the 

reader. 44 But when I fpeak, may lightening, 
as it were, flafh around you, from the three 
lights and one of God: three , according to 
their proprieties or hypoftafes, if any prefer 

that word, or perfons (for we will have no 

quarrel about names, fo long as the lyllables 
direct us to the fame fenfe), and one, accord* 

ing to the conlideration of their eflence or 

Godhead: for it is divided indivifibly, if 
may ufe the expreffion, and connected divi- 

For the Godhead is one in three, 

which' 

more accurately, 
but we will avoid 

neither turning the 
unity into confufion, nor the diftincfcion into 
feparation. Far be from us both the con- 
jundtion of Sabellius, and the divifion of 
Arius, evils diametrically oppofite, and equally 




630 


l& 




n 




fibly 

and the three are one ; thofe [three] in 

the Godhead is, or, to fpeak 

which the Godhead is: 
excefles and defedts 


* * 


Tpicriv Jj GioTflf KAI TA TPIA EN 


t a tf ot? n 

See too Orat* 


Er yaf tv 

Toy 1 ixfijEtf-tpov fiwtWy u q 0eotjjs* 


XXXVJI. p. 50$. A 


LI. p. 739. B 


partaking 
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partaking of impiety.’* And in the next page, 

There is then one God in three [perfons], 
and the three are one, as we said. 

I believe that Mr. Travis himfelf will ex- 
cufe me from any farther examination of this 

authority. But fince I have promifed to pro¬ 
duce every argument that to my knowledge 

has been or may be urged again ft me, I mu ft 
not conceal that in the fame edition of Eu- 

thymius, fol. 112. col. 1. a part of the epiftle 
of John is thus quoted. u And it is the Spirit 

that heareth witnefs , becaufe the Spirit is truth . 

Tor there are three that bear record in heaven , 

the Father , the Word, and the Holy Ghojl , and 

thefe three are one . And there are three that 
bear record on earth , the fpirit , and the water, 

and the blood, and the three agree in one. If 

we receive the witnefs of men , the witnefs of 

God is greater .-See now again, how the 

preacher of truth calls the Spirit by natur® 
God and of God, for having faid that it is 
the Spirit of God that witnefles, a little on-? 
ward he adds, the witnefs of God is greater. 
How then is he a creature, &c 

Upon this paflage I obferve, firft, that an 

author who adopts this reafoning muft have 

# 

been 
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been ignorant of the feventh verfe, How 
could he otherwife have milled the opportu¬ 
nity of infilling upon the connumeration of 

the three perfons, the nflertiou of their joint 

teftimony and of their unity? Euthymius’s 
reafoning at prefent receives all its vigour 
from the clofe conjunttiou of the fixth, 
eighth, and ninth verfes, and is only clogged 
by the infertion of the feventh. 

Secondly, I obferve, that all thefc tefti- 
monies and arguments Euthymius profefles, 

f.. 109. c. 4. to copy from Cyril’s Thefaurus, 

I have feen this quotation with my own eyes 
in Cyril's Thefaurus, but inftead of the fe¬ 
venth and eighth verles not a word more 

than, For there are three that bear record\ the 

fpirit, the water i and the bloody and the three 
are one . 

Thirdly, I obferve, that the Latin trnnfla- 

tion (Tit. XII. 

place : Ft Spirit us ejl qui Deutn Spirit urn ver i - 
tatein ejfe tejlatur ♦ ^uoniam tres funt qui tejli- 
monium offer unt , fpirit us , aqua y et fanguis , et 

hi tres unum funt . Si tefftmomum 7 Sc c. The 

tranflator therefore had not the verfe in his 
Greek copy. But wherever I fet my fteps, 

I Itum- 


thc end) thus reads the 


near 
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I ft iimbie upon frefh examples of forgery. 
This tranflator, though more modeft than his 
brother the Greek editor, could not re lift the 

pleafure of inferring the word Deum contrary 
to the text of feripture, and the (cope of his 
author’s argument. When (hall we ceafe to 

give our adyer(aries occafion of reproaching 

us with pious fraud on the one hand, or 

childifti credulity on the other? 

Fourthly, I obferve, that three MSS. of 

Euthymius, collated by Mr. Matthaei*, ex- 
adlly agree with Cyril, except that one has a 

very flight variation. To thefe I add another 

in the Bodleian, which I myfelf infpetted, 

and a fifth in the library of Trinity college, 

Cambridge, of which an extract is now lying 
before me. So far therefore is Euthymius 
Zigabenus from having employed this wea¬ 
pon againft the heretics, that on the contrary 

it is plain he never had it to employ. It was 
not to be found in the (hops of thofe artifi¬ 
cers of faith, who furniftied him with the 

materials for his Panoply. 


On the Catholic Epiftles, n. 142—143. 


From 
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From Euthymius to your Apoftolos, that 

from one interpolation to another, is a 
gentle t ran (it ion. Newton had fa id, I'he Greeks 

received it (i John V. 7.) not till this prefent 

age , when the Venetians fent it amongst them in 
printed books (meaning this Apoftolos). Upon 

this you afk two fapicnt queftions, 

the Apoftolos not known to the Greeks till 
this prefent age ? Was the Apoftolos a printed 

book ?" 




Was 




You might have recollected that 
Newton’s Diflertation was written in the laft 




century, in the beginning of which the Apo¬ 
ftolos was printed at Venice. 2. Yes, Sir, 
the Apoftolos is a printed book, fo far as it is 
an authority for the difputed verle. Newton 
knew that the printed book contained the 

verle, but he had reafon to declare it an in¬ 
terpolation. For he tells us, from the infor¬ 
mation of fome of his acquaintance, that 
the MSS. Leftionarles of the Greeks omitted 
the verle; and that the Greeks, when they 
were attacked on this fubjeCV, appealed to 
their printed copies, and affirmed that it was 
crafed by theArians. 

Your ingenious idea that the ancient Greek 

church from the fifth century acknowledged 

this 


u * 
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this verfe, becaufe it is now in their Apofto- 
los, refts upon this foundation, that the read¬ 
ings of thcApoftolos have never been altered. 

But La Croze fays, and with truth I believe, 
that ecclefiaftical books are more fubjeft to 

alterations than others. Your reafoning upon 
this after don is fo curious, that I confefs my- 

felf unabie to underftand it. You afk, whe¬ 
ther the church would at any time inlert a 
reading which (he did not believe to be ge- 

Suppofe that fhe would not; yet in 

calc of various readings, the church would, 

fo met imes from hafte, fometimes from igno¬ 
rance, lometimes from indolence, fometimes 

from a blind obedience to the diftates of a 
leader who pretended to fuperior learning or 

hoi in els, give a fpurious reading the (an ft ion 

of her authority. 

I cannot allow the Greek church to have 

been lo nice and critical as you would make 
her, becaufe I fhould then cede to her the 

palm of learning and fidelity, to which, I 

firmly believe, our church has an equal right. 

But if we may judge from ourfelves, the 
overfeers of the Greek church gave them- 

felves little trouble about genuine readings 


nmne. 


ill 
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the public fervice, provided nothing hete¬ 
rodox was admitted. In one of the early 




editions of our Bible, with the Common 
Prayer prefixed, the text of the N.T. marks 
i John V. 7. ns doubtful; in the gofpel for 

the firft Sunday after Eaficr it is printed in 

the fame character, and no fu{picion infinu* 
ated. To which I may add, that we have 
now for more than two hundred years been 

the dottrine of our XXIXth article 


provin 

by a fpurious quotation from Auguftine. 

In the year 1200 the Archbifhop of Lyons 


cr 


fent an humble petition to the chapter-gene¬ 
ral of Citeaux, praying that the gofpel con¬ 
cerning the paffion of our Lord—might be 
corretted. An abbot was accordingly ordered 
to make inquiry, and communicate the refult 
to the next chapter. The chapter's order is 

thus exprefled : u Scribatur in textu Matthaei 

Evangeliftae, ubi deeft; Dhiferunt jibi vejli - 

* « 


7) lent a 

The biographer of Lanfranc*, Archbilhop 
of Canterbury, tells us, that his Grace cor-r 


IVctftein Proleg. p. 85 


retted 


0.3 
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re&ed the Old and N. T. and the writing* 

of the holy Fathers, according to the orthodox 
faith . Can we wonder that men thus affe&ed, 
when they found a text which apparently 
fuited their purpofe, ftruggling into notice, 
but not yet generally received, fhould be 
biafied by their preconceived opinions, and 
endeavour to give it currency among their 
fpiritual fubje£ts by the (lamp of their own 
approbation. 

If our Apoftolos, which the perpetual de¬ 
mand of the church would multiply in num- 
berlefs copies, conftantly retained this verfe 
from the fifth century, by what fate or chance 

has every trail fori her forgot to reftore it to 

the other MSS. which were not intended for 

■ 

public fervice. The critics complain that the 
Evangeliftaries and Le£lionaries have often 

ttansfufed their readings into the other MSS. 

But in this cafe the two ftreams of the pub¬ 
lic and private MSS. have flowed as diftin£t 

and unmingled as Alpheus and the ocean. 
Of the MS. Le£tionaries that have been col¬ 
lated, none contain the three heavenly wit- 
nefies. If therefore it were certain that the 

copy from which the Apoftolos was printed, 


did 
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did contain them, the quelKon would be, 

which authority we ought to follow ? 

Newton’s appeal to the Greek MSS. you 
with your accuftomed civility call, not an 
argument, but an aflertion too extravagant 
for a ferious refutation. For you fay, p. 259. 

How a Greek MS. omitting 1 John V 
copied out at Paris or Rome in the tenth 
century, can be a proof that the verfc was 
wanting in the MSS. that Jerome ufed at 
Paleftine in the fourth century, is utterly in¬ 
conceivable.*' If you cannot conceive this. 

This ob- 


4 < 


/ 


your conceptions are very narrow 
fervation, however, of yours, applied to the 


Apouolos, will be as proper as it is now ab 
l’urd. 


How a Lettionary printed at Venice 
in the feventeenth century, fouricorc years 

after 1 John V 
Greek editions of the N. T. can be a proof 


t ( 


had been inferted iu the 


/ 


that the fame verfc was extant in all the 

MS. Lettionaries from the fifth century down¬ 
ward, is utterly inconceivable 

The Apoftolos, Sir, was interpolated in 
printing. You will perhaps bring your old 
argument, which is nearly worn out, upon 

the ftage, that if the editor inferted this verfe 

without 


p* 


a* 
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without the authority of MSS. he was a cheat. 
But he was not a cheat, and therefore, &c. 
This kind concern for the morality of editors 

I greatly admire. But I do not accufe the 
editor of being a cheat. Who ever called 
R. Stephens a cheat, becaufe he retains many 

readings iu his edition, which he found in 
no MS. ? Every editor, unlefs he makes ac¬ 
tual profeflion to the contrary, is at liberty 
to follow the text of his predeceflors, Com¬ 
mon readers are ignorant what licence edi¬ 
tors take in reforming the text of MSS. 
to their own notions of corredtnefs. The 
Venetian overleer of the prefs, having been 
long familiar with the vulgar reading, would 
naturally luppofe the omiflion to be a mere 
error of the copier. He would doubtlels have 

a printed N. T. at han^l, for the greater eal'e 

h 

and quicker difpatch. When he came to this 

place, if he had any regard for the credit of 
the printed editions, or for the finefl: paflage 

in feripture, he would add it to the Apofto- 
los, and inltead of thinking himfelf guilty 
of ralhnefs or pious fraud, would plume him¬ 
felf on his zeal and vigilance in the caufe of 

o 

orthodoxy. The inflances of interpolation 

which 
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which I have produced in the Syriac verfion, 
the Slavonic, and the editions of Eutl^mius, 

I 

will infufe into any reafonable man a diftruft: 

of publifhers who conceal the authority upon 

which they a£t in cautious file nee. 
tions, as well of feripture as of books where 
feripture is quoted, that give a text without 

r 

notes or various readings, are by themfelves 
incompetent witnefles. The lefs fcandal they 
give to the fimplicity of the vulgar, the more 
they excite the fufpicions of the learned. 

The confe(lion of faith, though I cannot 
tell when it was fir ft made, is, I am fure, 
too late to have any weight. The modern 
Greek verlion only ferves to fhew with what 
eagernefs this verfe was every where received 
as foon as it was known. 

When I think on the miferable poverty of 

Greek authorities under which you labour, 

I am aftonifhed that you would not accept 

the additional teftimonies offered by Benge- 

lius, Wetftein, and Mr. Griefbach. Bengelius 
wifhes to draw over to his party Irenaeus, 

Clemens Alexandrin us, A then agoras, and Ba- 

fil; but they are fo fhy, that he is obliged to 


All edi 


ufe 
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ufe violence; and even then they perform 
their work in a very auk ward manner. The 
place from Balil looks moft like our verfe 

Dens, et for bum, et Spirilus, una Deltas et fold 

adoranda . If this be a quotation of i John 

V. 7. no verfe has greater plenty of evidence 
to boaft, for it is quoted by every ancient 

writer who has expreffed his belief in 

three perfons and one God. A fcholion 
aferibed to Origen on Pfalm CXXIII. 2. 

AciAtU KUflsOV 'TTCtjpoq XOU 140U TTVEUfAtZ 

iFoullfTMi de xvplccq tom ciylou 'jrnupMToq rj 

A \ r ~ 1 

T6L Ce TOiOt XVptOq 0 Vtoq 1 1fAUiV 

tv ext tv * The fpirit and the body are fervants to 

their majlers, the Father and Son ; the foul is 

maiden to her mifirefs , the Holy Ghoft ; the three 

is (or are ) our Lord God\ for the three 
are one. The critical chemiftry that could 
extract the doctrine of the Trinity from this 
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place, mud have been exquifitely refining. 

Andreas Cretenfis 


TOtCC Etc TCC EV 

enq y Qeorrjq, Taken from Gregory Nazianzen 
above quoted. The Nomocanon published 

by Cotelerius 
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I hardly 
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hardly know whether I ought to men¬ 
tion the Philopatris, a dialogue written early 

in the fourth century, and falfely afcribed to 

Lucian, where the Chriftian Trinity is thus 

ridiculed 


n 


The high-ruling God—the Son 
of the Father, the Spirit proceeding from the 
Father, one of three and three of one, think 
thefe to be Jupiter, believe this to be God.** 
To which the other anfwers 


if 


You teach. 




me to fwear in arithmetic; one three and 
three one; I know not what you mean 
Cave* is fo overjoyed at this teftimony, that 
he undertakes to prove from it the genuine* 

nefs of the three heavenly witnefles; and, 

having finilhed his taik to his own fatisfac- 
tion, concludes moll mathematically, £{uod 
erai demonjlrandum. Either my eye-light is 
dimmer than Cave’s, or my reafon lefs trac- 

or my faith weaker; for many years 

lince, while I had no heretical fcruples about 

the verfe in queftion, I read this dialogue 
without difcovering any allufion. Bilhop 

Eugenius too, who publilhed Jofeph Bryen* 
nius, and tranflated Virgil’s Georgies into 
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Greek hexameters, feems to be of my opi¬ 
nion; for after mentioning Cave’s demonjlra- 
lion, he adds, * Sed gent Hem ilium auElo rem 
relinquamus , qui fcrjitan non ex Joannis. epljlola , 

ex fropalato jam tunc Chrijhdnoruni dog- 

mat e—-unitalem naturae—-cum < Trinitate—fu bfan - 
nare fcurriliter intetidebat, But if you. Sir, 
think you can make any ufe of this autho¬ 
rity, I beg you not to Hand upon ceremony. 

~K.oivoi yccp toc tu>v (p[\uv. 

I allow, however, that two Greek writers 

do quote this verfe in full and exprefs terms, 

Emanuel Calecast and Joleph Bryennius J. 

Both eminent for antiquity and fidelity. Ca- 
lecas wrote about the middle of the fourteenth 
century, and Bryennius at the beginning of 
the fifteenth. I fhall have occalion hereafter 

to mention Calecas. At prefent I fhall only 
obl'ervc, that the Afts of the Lateran council 

having been then long tranflated into Greek, 

it is more wonderful that fo few, than that 
lb many Greeks have quoted the dilputed 


fed 


* Fragnri. Epift. ad Matthsei Praef. ad Epift. Calh 

p. I.VIII. 

-f- P. 217. Ed. Cotcler. 
t Tom. I. p. 241. ed. Lipf. 1768. 
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verfe. As to Brycnntus, he manifeftly bor 

rows from the Latin verfioti 


He reads 


in. the fixth verfe, inftead of to msu 
and omits the claufe of the eighth verfe 


XPW • 




f£U, 

And fi nee he quotes Thomas Aquinas in ano¬ 
ther placeI doubt not but that he was alfo 

indebted to him for this piece of informa¬ 


tion 


Let us now review the troops which you 
are leading to this dangerous battle, i. A 

Synopfis of the fir ft epiftle of John, attri¬ 
buted to Athanafius, or Euthalius, or Sophro- 
nius, which quotes II. 23. to prove the unity 

s 

of the Father with the Son. 2. A Dialogue, 

at leaft as old as the fevcnth century, written 

by Maximus or iomebody elle, which quotes 
the laft words of the eighth verfe, and ap¬ 
plies them to the Trinity. 3. Euthymius 

Zigabenus, who quotes thefe words, And 
the three are one,” from Gregory Nazianzen’s 
Oration on the holy Lights, and has been 
fince compelled by his editor to quote 1 John 

V. 7. 4, 5. Calecas, who probably bor¬ 

rowed the verfe from the Lateran council; 


* Tom. I 


p. w 


and 
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and Brycnnius, who certainly borrowed it 
from the Vulgate 
printed at Venice in the year 1602, which 
Bengelius pronounces “ to be in this “place 

certainly interpolated from the Latin ; for the 

lcfion in the Arabic verfion, for the fame day 
of the fame week, knows nothing of the 
verfe 


6. Laltly 


Ledtionary 
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Whether fo fmall, faint-hearted, and mu¬ 
tinous a hand, can make head againft the 
enemy’s hoft, I will endeavour to calculate, 

when I have concluded my account of the 

Latin writers. 


LETTER 
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X 


SIR 


you fing Te Deum when you are molt 
fhamefulJy routed, what triumphs may we 

not expert from you when yon lead your 

Latins into the field, whofe fir ft appearance 

at leaft promifes forae fhew of refiftance ? 
Thefe Latins 1 fhall divide into two clafles. 


the writers before and the writers after Je¬ 
rome’s time: for all the evidence of your 
Old Italic muft be given by the former let. 
You are lenfible of the fcantinefs of your 

prefent allowance, and therefore wifh to make 

all the Latins clown to the end of the feventh 

But this. 


century vouchers for this vcrfion 

Sir, is either ignorance or fophiftry. If Je¬ 
rome reftored the difputed verfe about the 


end of the fourth century, his name was 
neither fo little known, nor his authority fo 
little refpedled, that none of the fucceeding 
writers for three hundred years would adopt 

a moft 
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from his edition 


a moll important pafia 
You have only to prove (which you can do 

with as much eafe as you prove mod of your 


pe 




pofitions) that Jerome’s fucceflors, though 

they conftantly read and greatly efteemed his 
works, refolutely rejected all his emehda- 

flighted his new edition, and ftuck to 
their ancient Vulgate. In the mean time* 
your Ante-Hieronymian witnefles are Tertul- 

lian, Cyprian, and Phoebadius. 

Tertullian’s words are thefe : 


tions 


He Jball 

lake (fays the Son) of mine (John XVL 14.) 

as I mvfelf of the Father’s. Thus the con- 


tt 


nexion of the Father in the Son, and of the 
Son in the Paraclete, makes three [perfcnsl 
cohering one with the other, which three 
are one [being, ununi], not one [perfon* anus ], 
as it is written, I and my Father are one 

(John X. 30*) 

As often as I read this lenfence, fo often I 
am a ft on iflied that the words tres unum funt 

fliould ever be urged as a quotation* On the 

contrary, it appears to me demonftrable, that, 
inftead of being a quotation, they are the 
words of Tertullian himfelf, and exprefsly 
diftinguifhed from the words of feripture. 

1. Ter- 
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t. Tfertullian docs not declare them to be 

is ill- 


quotation. This objedlion, you fay, 

founded; and you prove, in five pages, that 
authors often quote without giving notice. You 
are fometimes, Sir, very amufing, when you 

prove what no man ever denied. A few pages 
farther, we (hall find you proving that a quo¬ 
tation from feripture is often introduced with, 

it is written . But this. Sir, is not the whole of 
the objection ; that TertuIlian does not mark 
thele words as a quotation, but that having 
been fo accurate as to declare two paflages to 
be quotations, one immediately preceding, 

and one immediately fucceeding, he fliould 
pafs over the words in queflion without any 
remark, fuch as, inquit , or dictum eft, or 

feriptum eft . If the three heavenly witnefles 
were in his copy of the N* why does he 
never appeal to them in the reft of this trea- 
tife, particularly in his twenty fecond chap¬ 
ter, where he infills, at length, on the ex- 
preflion, Ego et Pater vsum fumus; which he 
quotes five times in the whole book ? His 
argument, on this fubjeft, takes up half 
page of your Appendix : yet he is content 

with a flight and tranfient allufion to a text, 

which 


H 
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which is twice as important as the other, and 
by its peculiarity of expreffion, demanded a 
double fhare of his attention. Ought he not 
to have ex peeled that the heretics would have 

endeavoured to elude the force of this argu¬ 
ment, and pervert it to their own do&rine, 
as they had perverted John X. 30 ? 
he not have been equally diffufe upon the plural 
verb joined to the neuter fingular ? Let any 

man peru fe the fir ft page of your Appendix, 
and he muft fee that if Tertullian had then 
two texts before him, one afierting the unity of 

two of the divine perfons, the other the unity 
of all the three, he muft have been ftrangely 

forgetful, or fomething worfe, to reafon fo 
much upon his weaker authority, and fo 

little upon his ftronger. If in the fequel a 

paflage occurs, that might admit a doubt, 
whether it be a quotation or not, it is furely 

a circumftance of weight enough to turn the 

lcale, that nothing was faid of it three chap¬ 
ters before, where it might very ufefully have 

been confronted with an unfufpefted quota¬ 
tion . 


Would 


2. In reading the Fathers, great caution is 
neceffary. They often paraphrafe what is 

concife ; 
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concife; explain what is obfcure ; fupply 

what is defective; and truths divine come 
mended from their pen* Often they add their 

own corollaries to the words of Scripture, or 
io mix their quotation with the web of their 
argument, that without a Bible at hand, it is 
difficult to determine, where the Scripture or 

the author fpeaks. An in fiance of this may 

be feen in this very ientence of TertuIlian : 
He Jhall take of mine , as I myfelf of the Father's. 

If any important confequence could he drawn 

from thele laft words, no doubt but they 

would be defended with as much zeal, as the 

ires unum funt which follow. Nor ftiould I 
have wondered, if Cyprian, or Phoebadius 
had taken them for the genuine words of the 

Evangelift, and quoted them without fcruple, 

upon the authority of Tertullian. And if I 
were difpofed to afleit, that Tertu Ilian’s copy 

of the Gofpel in John XVI. 14. added, jicut 

ipfe de Patris , I fiiould have a better co¬ 
lour for my opinion, than you have for yours* 
But you (ay, that “ Tertullian, after prov¬ 
ing the unity of the Son with the Father, by 

quotation from St.John, proceeds to prove 
the divinity of the Holy Ghoft, by another 

quotation 
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the Son himlelf affirms: He Jhall glorify me. 

Whatever unity. 


for he Jhall receive of mine . 
therefore, there is of the Father and Son, the 

fame is the unity of the Son and Spirit; confe- 

quently, the fame is the unit}' of all the three ; 

which three are, therefore 


When 


one. 


per foil, but one fub 


fay one, I mean not one 
(lance. And for this reafon, to avoid the fub 


tildes of Praxeas, I ufe the Latin wor dunum, 

in which I conform myfelf to the 

fcriptural phrafe, and apply the fame expref* 
fion to the three perfons, that the Scripture 
itfelf has applied to two. 

If Tertullian had propofed to himfelf, to 
declare his belief of the Trinity, in imitation 
of John X. 30. he could not have invented a 
form of words different from the form that he 


not anus 




has chofen. He could not fay, /res urns funt y 
much lefs, ires anus ejl ; becaufc, he then 
would, hy his own conieftion, feem to favour 
the herefy of Praxeas. But, as his words 
now ft and, the imitation is perfect ; and the 
very order of the fubjeft, predicate, and verb, 
exactly obferved. I fhali therefore affirm, 

that Tertullian, not only does not quote thefe 
magic words, ires imam funt , from St, John, 


R 


but 


j 


r 246 1 


but that he plainly con (cues them to be his 
own, and defends them by the analogy of 

Scripture. 

Mo ft of the editions of Tertuilian read, ires 
unum jint , which would rather ft lengthen my 
caufe. But I fhall make 110 ufe of this read¬ 
ing, becaufe it might eafily be a miftake of 

the copiers, or, perhaps, oftheprefs. Ter- 

tullian has alfo been thought to refer to 

1 John V. 7. in two other places, de Pu- 
dicitia § 21. c. Praxeam § 30. Concerning 
thefe two places I ihall fay nothing; whether 

becaufe I think them of too much confe- 


quence, or of too little, I leave. Sir, to your 

fagacious conjecture. 

Eucherius, after proving the Trinity from 

Pfalm XXXIII. 6. and other texts 

eludes thus 


con- 

Ergo Pater ex quo omnia, Fi¬ 
lms per quern omnia, Spiritus San&us in quo 

omnia, ficut et Apoftolus dicit, (Rom. XI. 36.) 

Quomam ex ipfo et per ipfum y et in ipfo funt om~ 
fthf 9 ipfi gloria in fccula Jocularum 

ftruflion of this fentence, is the fame as of 
the paflage in TertuJlian. But it is clear, 
that the words immediately preceding Jicut > 
arc Eiichcrius’s own, which he juftifies by 


44 
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the fubfequcnt authority. In like planner, 

the words immediately preceding quomodo , are 
Tertulliairs own, which he juftifies by the 

fubfequent authority. I requeftthe reader to 
bear this place in mind, when I examine 
Cyprian’s teftimony. 

Phnebadius (excufe me for violating chro¬ 
nology) plainly imitates Tertullian, as Ben- 

gelius obferves, and therefore, is not a dil- 

tinft evidence. If you object, with Benge- 
lius, that the particle quia implies a quota¬ 
tion, I aufwer, i. That this is too flender a 

prefumption. to fupport an argument. Or if 

it muft be a quotation, it is a quotation from 
Tertullian. 2. If I allowed it to be meant for 
a quotation of Scripture, you could then only 
prove, that Phaebadius had read Cyprian, or 
lome author who had read Cyprian 
editions vary, feme retaining, others omit 


The 




tmg quia . 

Upon Cyprian, therefore, the whole la 


hour of fupporting this verfe is devolved. He, 
feems to quote it in two places. One of thefe 
receives all its force from the other 


and if 


Cyprian fhall not appear to 

1. John V. 7, inhistreatife de Unitate, nei¬ 
ther 


have quoted 
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ther will he appear to have quoted it in his 

epiftle to Jubaianus. I allow, that bv faying. 

Of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoft, it 

is written, And ihefe (or the) three are one 

Cyprian affirms, the words which follow, it 
is written , to be extant in Scripture. Why 
would he not quote the entire feventh verfe 
as wc have it at prefent ? Alas ! what un*- 
kind and perverfe mortals were thefe holy 
fathers ! Half a minute more time, half an 
inch more parchment, would have cleared up 

all doubts, eftablilhed the wavering, con 
founded the gain-layers, and faved a multi 
tude of fouls. But whether through envy 
or hafte, they huddled the moft important 
texts into the (horteft compafs, though they 
are tedious and diftufe upon others, where we 
could have wilhed them to be more concife. 

It h as been made a queftion, ever lince the 

time of Simon, whether Cyprian quotes our 

prefent feveuth verfe,or only applies the eighth 

by a myftical interpretation to the Trinity ? 

The fecond fuppofition is lo ftrqngly fup- 
ported, by the authority of Facundus, that 
you will find lonie difficulty in fetting afide 

his teftimony. Facundus himfelf, interpret- 


it 










mg 


[ *49 J 


ing the fpirit, water and blood of the Fa¬ 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoft, at laft leems ap- 

prehenfive that his adverfaries may pofiibly 

object to his explanation ; he, therefore, re- 

lerves as his ftrongeft argument, the author 

my of Cyprian : “ Aut for lit an ip ft Trini- 

tatem, qua; unus Deus eft, nolunt intelJigi, 

fecundum ipfa verba, quae poluir pro Apof- 
tolo Joanne, refpondeant—Quod tamen Jo- 

annis Apoftoli teftimonium B. Cyprian us Car- 

th agin ends antiftes et martyr, in epiftola five 
libro quem de Unitate fcripfit, de Patre, et 

Filio, etSpiritu San&o dittum intelligit. Ait 

enim; Die it Dominus, Ego et Pater unum 

sumus ; et iterum de Patre , ei Filio , et Spiritu 
Sanflo feriptum eft, et hi tkes unum sunt 

Such a thundering proof as this, left no room 
for objection ; in the progrefs, therefore, of 

his difpute, he refers to this place again, and 

takes it for granted, that he has undeniably 
proved his point. Nam fic ecclcha Chrtfti, 
ctiam cum necdum ad diftiruftionem Patris 

nomine 




et Filii et Spiritus Santti uteretur 
perfonae, tres credidit et praedicavit, P 
ct Sp. S. ficut teftimonio Joannis fupra docui 

quo didlum eft ; 7 m ftmt qui tejlimo 


et 


mus 

mum dant in tprra, fpiritus, aqua et fanguis , et 


hi 
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hi ires tmum funt . I fhall now defire the 

reader to confider your mpdefi: affertion 

40. 82. that “ what Facundus or 

underftood, concerning the eighth verfe, is 
immaterial to the dilpute about the feventh 

On the contrary, I affirm, that Facundus 
urging the heretics with the diftinction 
of perfons in tlie Trinity, which is taught 
in the eighth verfe, and confirming his 

explanation by this very paUiige of Cyprian, 
Ihews, firft, that he himlelf knew nothing of 
the feventh verfe ; and, fecondly, that Cy¬ 
prian, in his opinion, knew no more, but-ex¬ 
tracted the doctrine of the Trinity from the 
eighth. Could Facundus, with a text before 

his eyes that would have gained him an eafy 
victory over his.enemies, labour through fe- 

veral pages to bend this 11 retractable verfe to 

his purpofe ; “ The Spirit,” fays he, “ fig— 

nifies the Father, for God is a fpiril , (John 
IV. 24.) the water, the Holy Ghoft (fee 
John VII. 37*38.) the blood, the Son, he 

alone of the Holy Trinity partaking of flefh 
and blood.” If the feventh verfe was then in 
the generality of the Latin copies, Facundus 
had not only loft his wits, to ufe a weak rea- 
lon, when lie had a ftrongcr to produce, but 




Cyprian 
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forcing an abfurd inter- 

whicb 


his honefty too, in 
creation of fcripture upon Cyprian 
he well knew to be his own, and not Cy 


prian s. 

Why then might not Cyprian give the 
fenfe of i John V. 8. in his own words, and 
fay, 0 ] the Father , Son, mid Holy Ghoji , it h 

To this 




' written , these three are one : 

queftion you 

that 


anlwer, in Houyhnhnm lan- 
Cyprian would then have fold 


tt 


guage 

the thing which was not ; that he would have 

been guilty of an intentional falfebood; 
fuppofition altogether monftrous and abomin 

You might have a little lowered thefe 

tragical outcries, if you had confidered, that 
the goodneis, or badnefs, of every action may 
be conlidered in two lights; with refped to 
the quality of the action itfelf, and to the in¬ 






able 


tention of the agent. That Cyprian fetdown 
his own fenfe of the eighth verfe with an in¬ 
tention to mi flea d his readers, is an odious. 


and, unleis it be well fupported, an abomina 


ble accusation. But who accufes Cyprian of 
a deliberate falfehood ? This is 


your con 

ftant refuge, when argument fails you, to re 
prefent with all your pathos, the injury don 
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illuftrious characters, fuch as Cyprian, Stu- 

nica, Stephens, Beza, d^c. 

If Cyprian gave his own fenfe of a particu¬ 
lar verfe, and faid, So it is •written , though 

he might occasion error in others, I fhould 

not, without veryflrong reafons, fufpeCt him 
of abfblute fraud. I wifh, indeed, that it 

were the cuftom to quote with inore accuracy ; 

but we know too well, that all authors (and 
frequently in controverfy) quote, not the 
very words, but the fenie and fcope of them, 
or what they take to be the fenfe, and fome 
times without warning the reader. 

faid in my III Letter, p. 42. that you pro- 

fefs, p. 11. 16. a willingnefs ro believe thatMr. 
Gibbon, upon acerrain occalion, would have 

aCtcd like a knave, fhould I have been guilty of 

fraud, becaufe I had quoted your words ac¬ 
cording to what I thought to be their true 


H 


If I had 




meaning ? I would not be under flood to de¬ 
fend this practice univerfally ; I think it 
blameable in general, and often productive of 
great miftakes. All that I aver is, that it 
merits no harfher name, where no evil inten¬ 
tion appears, than' inaccuracy. Whatever I 
conceive to be the real import of a paflage, I 


have 
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have a right to fet down in what words 

choofe, fo long as I believe it to be the true 
ienfe, and mean to mifltad nobody. Facun¬ 
dus has the following lentence : ** Joannes 
Apoftolus in epiftola fua de Patre , et Filio , et 
Spirilu Sanfto fic + dick : tres sunt qui tes¬ 
timonium DANT *—ET HI TRES UNUM 

sunt.” If Facundus had only quoted thefe 
words, and not been imprudent enough to 
quote and explain at length, he would have 

been with you a pofitive evidence for the au¬ 
thenticity of the feventh verfe ; but at pre¬ 
fen t # unhappily, the break is filled up with 
in terra Spirit us aqua et fanguis. I would ob- 
ferve, that Facundus ufes the word dicit 9 and 

is jufl as peremptory in the application of the 

eighth verle to the Trinity, as Cyprian is in 
*he application of his fuppofed feventh. A 






+ Arator fays, A. A. II. 909. Hie "Judaa. 

fterihs qua DIGIT UR arbor , ExfpecJata tribus fruflum 

non attulit annis> See. Here is Judaea faid to he called the; 

as pofitively a:>, ci tres unum (unt y 

to be written of the Father, Son, and 
But no man in his fenfes, I hope, will 
contend that Arator’s copy of Luke XIII. added a formal 

application of the parable to Judaa. 


vacans 


barren tree in fcripttirc 
is faid by Cyprian 
Holy Ghoft. 


Jittle 
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little after Farundus lav 
Joannes 

et Spiritu Sanlloy tres sunt persons qu;e 

testificantur, &c.” Facundus, we fee 
affirming that the Apoftle fpeaks of the Tri 
liity, affirms it in terms equally forcible with 

Cyprian’s fcriptumeft^ and yet we are certain 

that Facundus applies only the eighth verfe 

we have, therefore, a right to conclude, that 

Cyprian does the fame. If Facundus had 
been as refervcd as Cyprian, and only quoted 

apart of the eighth verfe, as I have done for 

him ; if then the teftimouy of a later writer 

ffiould be produced to this effect, §uod tejiimo- 

nium B. Facundus de Pa ire , Filio , et Spiritu 
SanSlo diftum in te Hi git , you would reject it 

with as much contempt, and as little reafon 
as now you reject the lame teftimony given 

by Facundus concerning Cyprian. 

Was the allegorical method of interprets 

tion uncommon among the fathers ? No 

O 

we know that they employed it without leru 

pie in all points, whether of dottrine or 

morals. Bengelius, it is true, feems to think 

that the primitive fathers, or at leaft Cyp¬ 
rian, were not tainted with the contagion of 

allegory. 


Non ergo ait 

ApouoluS loquens de Pat re, et Filio 
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[ 2 5S 3 


That the reader * may judge of 

this the better, I will tranfcribe the word$ 
that follow the former quotation. *The Scrip¬ 
ture fays % Of his coat, because from the 

UPPER PART IT WAS NOT SEWED, BUT WOVEN 
THROUGHOUT, THEY SAID, LET US NOT DI¬ 
VIDE IT, BUT CAST LOTS FOR IT. T'he COat 

curried unity , coming fr om the upper party that 

is, from heaven and from the Father , which 
could in no wife be rent by him that received it 

&c. Again, in his treatife on the Lord’s 

Prayer: IVe find that Daniel and the three chil¬ 
dren , chofe for their hours of prayer , the third , 
fixth and ninths a fign of the myjlery of the 

' Trinity , which was to be revealed in after times . 
What wonder, that a writer of this ft amp 

lhould forcibly apply thefe words, tres unum 
fiinty to the Trinity, though he were wholly 

ignorant of the fevcnth verfe 

In truth, the allegorical interpretations of 

.the feripture, given by the ancient writers 
are fo numerous, that it would be endlefs to 
purfue them. I fliall content myfelf with 

three of the moft ingenious, mid' moft perti- 


allegory 


u 










Cricjeacb , Tom. II. p. 230 


nent 
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nent to the fubjeft. Eccleuaft, IV. f 2 

three]old cord is not quickly broken. This 19 
explained by Origen, Bafi], Jerome, and 
Ambrofc, of the Trinity. If any of thefe 

able divines bad thus exprefled himfelf: 

the unity of the Trinity it is written : A 
threefold cord> &c.” who would pronounce 

him guilty ot an intentional failehood ? None, 
I am perfuaded, except Martin and yourfelf, 
whofe feelings on thefe fubjefts are painfully 
acute. 


Of 




When * Chrift fays to his difciples, that 
three loaves ought to be given to him thac 




Arator A£h Apoft. II. 896. 


Difcipulis quod Chriftus ait, jam nofte rogantt 
Tres panes debere dari: nox ifta profeflo eft 
Mundus, ut hie (iritis verbi defid ere t efcaa, 

Exhibeas, quiefitc, dapes, doceafque volentem. 

Quod Pa ; er et Natus. quod Sandtus Spiritus unus 
Sint DeuSj et numerum triplicet fubftantia funplexi.,^ 
Nec feineLhoc pia jufla canunt. Angariat, inquit, 
Te quicunque petens, ut pergas prsevius uminr. 
Cetera vadc fimul duo millia : nonne videntur 
Hoc mandata loqui ? fi quis te confulit errans 

Ignarufque viae, quid fit Deus, edere malis, 

Prodc Patron, fubjunge libens, quod Filius, et quod 
Spiritus eft aim us. numero tres et tatnen unus. 


aiks 
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afks by night (Luke XI. 5.) that night is 

the World, in which if any defires the meat 
of the word, you ought to produce your 
flores, and teach him, that the Father, the 

Son, and the Holy Spirit, are one God, a 
fitigle fubftance in a triple number. The 
facred precepts repeat this more than once. 
Whoever prefles you one mile, go with him 

alfo the other two; (Matth. V. 41.) does 
he not feem to fay ; if any man in error 
afks you, what God is, tell him that he is 
firft the Father, next fubjoin that he is the 
Son and the gracious Spirit, three in number 

and yet one 

If one of the Fathers had written this 

fentence : “Our Saviour (aid to the Jewifh 

nation, let no fruit grow on thee henceforward 
for ever y % ' an acculer would be ridiculous, 
who fhoulcl charge him with having quoted 
falfcly ; for that thefe words are faid to the 
fig-tree, Matth. XXI. 18. and not to the 
Jews. But how much more ridiculous 
would a defender be, who fhould maintain 
that the Father had certainly an additional 
paragraph in his copy, where our Saviour 
thus fpoke to the Jews, or at leaft an addi¬ 
tional 
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tional verfe explaining the allegory; ana 

that to fufpe£t the holy man of giving his 

own interpretation for the words of fcripture 

would be monflrous and abominable ! 

Lord Shaftefbury * thus blafphemoufly 

derides the language of the holy Scriptures: 

I have feen in certain Chrifbtan churches 


T 




an ancient piece or two affirmed on the fo¬ 
ie mil faith of prieftly tradition to- have been 
angelically and divinely wroughtj. but having 

obferved the whole Jlyle and manner to vary 

from the rules of art, I prefumed to aflert, 
that if the pencil had been heaven-guided, it 

could never have been fo lame in its per¬ 
formance 


Would a defender of Shaftebury 

gravely argue that I have here been guilty of 

an intentional falfehood ; that Shaftefbury 
fays not a word of the Scriptures, but mere¬ 
ly of fome pictures that were (hewn to him 

in certain churches for celeftial workman- 
fhip ? In fuch a cafe I fhould anfwer, if 
could keep my countenance, that I had fup 
pofed Lord Shaftefbury by this allegory to 


it 


li 


Chara&eriflics, voU III* p. 




ridicul 
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ridicule the Scriptures themfelveS ; that the 

veil which covered his real meaning, was (o 

tranfparent, that every body might fee it, 

without my tearing it off; that however 

was guilty of no intentional falfehood, for 
firmly believed what I faid, and that the 

morality of fuch matters is not to be mea- 

fured by the (oundnefs of our judgment, 
but by the ftrength of our perfuafion 

make no doubt but Pacundus was as fully 
convinced that he and Cyprian had rightly 
interpreted i John V. 8. as 1 am that I have 

rightly interpreted Lord Shaftefbury 
only objection remaining, which can ieem to 
have any weight, that Cyprian was not 
capable of lo abfurd an interpretation, I have 
in part anfwered already; and I (hall obferve 
farther, that no man ought to difpute upon 

any fubjett where the Fathers are concerned, 
who either knows not, or will not own, 
that many interpretations of Scripture to 

the full as abfurd as this may be found in 

their works. To mention one. Many of 
the Fathers prove the divinity and eternal 

generation of the Logos from Pfalm XLV. i. 
Eruflavit cor meum verbum bonum . But the 

mere 


\\ 




The 
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mere Englifh Chriftian is defrauded of this 

argument for his faith by our heretical trau- 
flatiou, My heart is inditing of a good matter . 

Cyprian is elfewhere negligent in quoting, 

as in Matth. VI. 13. Stiffer us not to be Jed 
vito temptation . Apoc. XIX. 10. IVorJJjip 
thou the Lord fefus. 1 John II. 17. he five 
times adds, As God remains for evert The 
firft and fecond you defend. I (hall there¬ 
fore examine the firft, to give a fpecimen of 

your talents, for you never are more pleafant 

than when you talk about criticifm. You 

think. Lead us not into temptation , which is 

found in fome MSS. the genuine reading. 
The note in the inner margin of the Oxford 
Cyprian is thus exprefled : 

cas, Ar . Ebor. Pemb . Lin. Vofs. 2. Bod\ 5. 4. 




Ne nos indu 


46 


ViclA which you p. 44, 89. thus improve 
as ufual. 


Lead us into temptation are the 
words of the Arundelian MS. of thofie from 


46 


Pembroke College, Cambridge, of thofe from 


* Whoever dc fires more of thefe interpretations, may 
forfeit himfelf by con fulling JVbitb/s DifTertatio de S. 

Scripturarum Interpretatiune fecunduin Patrum Commen¬ 
taries. 


York 


Il 
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York, from Lincoln College, Oxford, of one 
belonging to Voftius, two Bodleian MSS. 

and one belonging to the mon.iftery of St. 

Vi£tor 


Let any reader, who has not Cy** 
prian before him, count your lift ; he inuft 

be wronff 




he will at lcaft make nine, and 

may, if he clmfcs, make twenty MSS. in fa¬ 
vour of your reading, though in the edition 
itfelf it is manifeft to the eye, that they are 




only eight. The MSS. collated to this trea 
tile ot Cyprian are in all twenty-one 
realoned like you, I (hould claim the other 
thirteen, as all agreeing in the common 

reading. However, ftnce the collation is in 
general very exatt, I think I (hall be very 

generous, if 1 ftrike off four as neutrals 
and only fuppofe nine to be in my favour. 
To thefe nine I add two in the Mufeum. 


If I 


both which read. Suffer us not to be led, in 

each of the places where Cyprian quotes the 

claule. We have therefore a clear majority 
on the fide of the editions. 

Secondly. This majority will be greatly 
increafed, when we learn, that the fame 
claufe is repeated again in this treatife of 

Cyprian, 
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Cyprian, and that only three MSS. defert the 

vulgar reading. 

Thirdly. The internal evidence is in fa¬ 
vour of this reading. For there was a plain 
reafon why the copiers ihould alter Cyprian’s 
quotation to that reading of the Gofpel 
which was familiar to themfelves. 
wherever in a quotation of Scripture, two 

readings are equal in other reipefts, that 
which differs from the received text is com¬ 
monly genuine. 

Fourthly, Auguftine exprefsly quotes this 

variation from Cyprian, as you might have 

learned from your friend Beza. I conclude 
therefore that the prefent text of Cyprian is 
right, and that Matthew Prior was not 
wrong, when he (aid or fung, that Authors 

before they write , Jbould ready a caution to 
which fome of your friends, Sir, have not 

paid fufficient regard. 

If you are curious to know how Cyprian 

came to adopt this glofs inftead of the 
liuine reading, I am almoft certain, that he 
was deceived by an imperfedt recoHedlion of 
Tertullian. We learn from Jerome, that 

Cyprian was a coriftaut reader of Tertullian, 

horn 


And 
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whom he called his mailer. And from Cy¬ 
prian’s imitations, we might learn the fame 

thing without Jerome’s information. Ter- 

tiillianthen having explained De Orat. § 8 . 
the claufe Lead us ttoi by Suffer us not to be led 9 
his fcholar, as many fcholars are apt to do* 
took his mailer’s interpretation for Golpel. 
Thus he quotes in the Council of Carthage, 

§ 6 . John IIL 6 . with the fpurious addition, 

borrowed from Tertullian de Carne Chrilti. 


§ 18 . of which I fhall take another occafion 

to fneak. 


But though Facundus indeed tells us 

that Cyprian meant only to interpret the 

eighth verfe by that fentence, Of the Father 9 

Son and Holy Ghojl it is written, and these 

three are one, Fulgentius direttly and pojt - 

tively reprefents Cyprian as quoting the 

leventh.” Fulgentius’s word is conftetur , 
which 




you lay, frequently means in the 
bell writers to declare 


to Jhew t to profefs 

And for this you refer to your trully friend, 

the dictionary of Ainfworth 




of whole 

two examples one has been corrected from 

MSS. (Sueton, Aug. 4 .) the other I have* 
not been able to find, but I will venture to 




prophely 
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propriety that it is a mi (take 


a third, which 
the Thefaurus of Gefuer" would have 




fupplied, is either corrupt or nothing to the 
purpofe. Yet I fhall lay no ft refs upon this 

argument, becaufe in that barbarous age, 

ftrange liberties were fometimes taken in the 
ufeofhvords. I fhall alfo grant, that Ful¬ 
gent! us quotes our leventh verle, and does 
not adopt the myftical expofition of the 
eighth from Cyprian, as Emlyn pretends. 
I fhall attack Fulgentius’s teftimony upon 

a new ground. I affirm, that it is no tefti- 
mony at all, except to the genuinenefs of 

the paflage in Cyprian. Fulgentius fairly 
cotifefles (or if you will, Jhezvs, declares, pro- 

fejfes) that he became acquainted with this 

verfe folely by the means of Cyprian, and 
that he had net feen it himfelf in the copies 

of the N. T. Elle what does he mean to 

prove by his appeal to Cyprian ? That this 

verfe was genuine r But if it already exifted 

1 

in all the copies, if it were acknowledged 
both by qrthodox and Arians, where was the 
ufe or fenfe of ftrengthening this general 
confent by the fblitajy evidence of Cyprian ? 

Clarke, 
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Glarke,* quoting Juft in for a paflage, which 

I fhall hereafter mention, adds, that no 
doubt Juftin found it in the old Greek trans¬ 
lation. Is it not clear from this appeal to 
Juft ill’s authority, that the paflage is not in 

the prefent copies of the Greek t ran flat ion ? 

Would Fulgentius have faid, De Patre et 

Spiritu SanSlo te/latur ipfe Fihus chcenf y 

lie y doctte y &c. (Matth. XXVIII. 19.) $uod 

etiam beatijjitnm martyr Cyprianus conjitetur , &c. 
Certainly never; or if he, had faid it, he 

would weaken a part of the evidence which 

we now have for the authenticity of that 
text. But Fulgentius being aware of an 
obje&ion that the verfe was not then extant 

in St. John’ 
the authority of Cyprian, and quotes the 

paffage for genuine Scripture, upon this 

maxim, (which Facundus alio adopts, though 

he applies it in a different way) that Cyprian 

Nor was he lingular in this 

maxim, but agreed with the general opinion 

that prevailed after Cyprian’s martyrdom. 


Epiftle, fliields himfelf under 


infallible . 


was 


* Reply to Waterland, p, 135 


For 
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as Moflieim* well obferves, Cyprian’s 

reputation was fo enhanced by his fortitude 

i 

in fuffering a violent death, that he became 
the common mailer and oracle of the church. 

The merits of the martyr threw a lhade over 
the defers of the author, and the veneration 

that ought to have been confined to his piety, 

was extended to his writings. It was there¬ 
fore no wonder that Fulgentius lhould ac¬ 
cept a reading which he fuppoled to be Cy¬ 
prian’s reading of a paflage in Scripture ; or 
that Facundus lhould accept an interpreta¬ 
tion which he fuppofed to be Cyprian’s in¬ 
terpretation of Scripture. In either cale they 
Were fure of vanquilhing their enemies by 

an authority which it was deemed blafphemy 
to refill. 




I think it moll probable, that Cyprian in 
thefe quotations, followed, as he thought, 
the authority of Tcrtullian, Finding the 


* Incredibile di&u eft, quantam per univerfum orbern 

Chriftianum, port mortem pro Chrifto magno anicp° ex¬ 
cept am, audloritatem adeptus lit, ut communis inftar 
magiftri et oraculi loco habereter. De Rebus Chriftianis 

ante Conftantinum M. Sec. III. § XX} V. p. 597. 
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umm funt % clolely joined 

ET PATER tfNUM 


phrafe, ires 

quomodo difium ejl. Ego 

sumus, he took the former part of the fen 
tence to be a quotation from Scripture 

But from what part 

could 


F ■ 


lO 


t. 




well as the latter. 




of Scripture,’* would Cyprian lay 

my matter take it, except r John V. 3 
I perceive his drift ; he interprets the 
fpirit, the water and the blood, of the three 
perfons of the Trinity, and to them applie 

the concluding words, the three are one . If 

fuch an allegorical interpretation once en¬ 
tered Cyprian’s head, it would recommend 

itfelf to his approbation equally by its own 

intrinfic merit and the authority of his maf* 












ter. I pay no compliment to De Mifly, 
when I lay that he had a clearer and more 
critical head than Cyprian. Yet he took 


Bengelius 8 words for a quotation from Ste 

phens 


Tertullian proves by fome curious 
reafons (de Jejun. § 10.) that Daniel’s hours 




of prayer were the third, the fixth and the 
ninth. Cyprian lays his hands upon thi 

piece of news as a great prize, and turns it 
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IV. p. M. 
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to good account. The paflage I have quoted 

above. 

fait of Daniel, but adds his three compa¬ 
nions, and infers that it denoted the myftery 
of the Trinity, which was to be revealed in 
the lad times. I wifli you had tranferibed 
a little more from Fulgentius in your Ap¬ 
pendix. He has borrowed this argument 
from Cyprian, and I think ^but 1 may be 

partial) fomewhat improved ir. After his 

firft citation from Cyprian, he thus proceeds : 
For in his book on the Lords prayer , to /hew 

that the 'Trinity is of one 

difference of the perfons, he relates that Daniel 

and the children were woffl to pray at intervah 
of three hours ; where by the revolution of three 

hours, to the duty of one prayer , he evidently 

Jhews , that the Trinity is one God 

I (hall now requeft the render once more 
diligently to penile the pafiage of Eucherius 

above quoted. If Eucherius had found in 

any of his followers as conftant a reader 

and zealous an admirer as Tertullian (bund 

in Cyprian, how natural would it be for 
fuch a follower, upon leading this place, to 
ini ft a ke the fentehce, Ergo pater ex quo. 

omnia. 


He there not only aflerts this as a 


Deity, witmut any 
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§mnid y JUius per q ucm omnia , fpiritus fanttus, in 

quo omnia y for a formal quotation of l Cor* 

VIIK 6. He would infer, (and he would 

infer with as much juftice as you and others 
have made Tertullian’s words a quotation) 
that by the Jicut et apojiolus die it , Eucherius 
meant, not to defend his own expreffion by 

a fimilar paflage of Scripture, but to conne< 5 t 
two fimilar paflagest All the difference is 
that the Jicut et, is flronger than Tertullian’s 
quomodo, Or to draw up my argument in 

form of an abllraft propofition : if-an author 
flates his own do£lrine in language refem- 
bling fome words of Scripture, and dluflrates 

it by a Scriptural quotation, it is probable 

that fome credulous reader will take the 
author’s own words for hi.s reading of that 
part of Scripture to which they bear a re- 
lemb lance. 




Gregory Nazianzen’s father left behind 
him fome dilcourfes on the Trinity. In 
one of thefe, after proving Ills thell3 from 

feveral texts, he proceeded in thefe words : 

T \ / O < V ^ 
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(R om. XI. 36.) Gregory on the 


iravjct . 

perufal of this pnffagc, turned over his New 
Teftament, and at lull found in 1 Cor. VIII. 6. 




•his lenteucc ; To us there is one God the Fa - 
ther 7 from whom are all things—and one Lord 
Jefus Chrijl , by whom are all things ♦ He 
therefore judicioufly concluded, that his fa¬ 
ther read the whole verle thus : To us there 


ts one God the Father , from whom are all things 

and we from him ; and one Lord Jefus Chrijl. 
by whom are all things, and we by him ; and 

one Holy Spirit, in whom are all 

things, and we in him. With this opi¬ 
nion, could he forget to employ his new¬ 
found text in his difputes with the heretics. 
Either his reverence for his father’s 




memory, 

or the lingular fitnefs of the paflage for his 
purpofe, would alone be a fufficient motive 
united, they were irrefiftible. In his thirty 

ninth oration, therefore, p. 630. C. he quotes 
the verfe with this addition, compares it 

with Rom. XI. 36. and argues from it as if 




I have adopted the reading of the Vulgate for an 
obvious reafon. 
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both 
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both heroics and orthodox allowed it to be 

genuine. His commentator, Nicetas, T. II# 

Orat. XXXIX. p. 1026. B. XL 1 V. p. 1249# 

A. twice follows this reading, and urges it 

againft the Arians, adding in the latter place, 
Neque enitn alioqui 'Trinit as fuerit y ni/t Spirit us- 
quoque connumeretur; which, as Mr. Matthsei 
rightly remarks, is an unwary confeffion of 
fraud* Three MSS. Scholiafts agree in the 
fame reading, and one has the impudence to 

affirm that it was erafed by Arius* E*%e\ij<p 9 n 
TTapoi rov A peioi/. (read From 

Gregory it pafled to John Damafcenus, who 
quotes it feveral times, to Euthymius Ziga- 
benus, and to Emanuel Calecas. + From 
Gregory or John Damafcenus (for both, I 
believe, were early tranflated into Slavonic) 
it crept into the Slavonian verfion, and is in 

the MSS. and full editions, but omitted in 

the latter. 

I acknowledge that I have mixed a little 
romance with the beginning of this ftory# 


r^: 


E.J 


* Animadvert ad x Cor. VIII. 6. p. 204 

+ De Prmtipiis Fidei, c. 3. p. 215. ed, Coteler. whom 
Mr. Matthati Teems to have overlooked. 
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But I was willing for once to imitate your 

way of fetting down your own fancies for 
politive fafts. The intelligent reader will 
however fee that I have fuppofed nothing 
but what is probable. I take Gregory to 
have been deceived by finding in fome emi* 

nent Greek Father a fentence fimilar to that 


which I have quoted from Eucherius. My 

hypothefis too is very charitable; for I was 

willing to bring off my favourite Gregory 

with the lea ft poflible lofs of honour. I have 

pointed out the real fource of the miftake, 

though 1 cannot trace its progrefs, nor 
cover through what channels it flowed into 


dif- 


Gregory’s oration. 

If an admirer of Gregory, writing upon 
the deity of the Holy Spirit, uled thelc 
words: 


The blefled Apoltle Paul teitifies, 

that to us there is one Holy Spirit, in whom are 
ail things , which alfo the mod pious bifhop 
Gregory the divine declares (conjitetur) in his 
oration of the holy lights, where, to demon- 

itrate the Trinity, he has brought the fol¬ 
lowing proofs dire<£tly from Scripture : To 

US THERE IS ONE GoD THE FATHER, &C. 

•where the from whom and by whom and jK 




WHOM 
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as is clear 


whom do not feparate the natures 

if we attentively read in the fame ApoJUe , from 


HIM AND BY HIM AND IN HIM ARE ALL 

things, &c.” would not he confefs, that he 

was indebted for the knowledge of this text 

to Gregory Nazianzen, mid to him only ? 

The plain Englifh of fuch an appeal would 

be. This fentence is wanting in our prefent 
copies, but Gregory, whofe fidelity and ac¬ 
curacy cannot be queftioned, had it in his 

MS. as appears from his quoting it. So Ful- 

gemius’s teflimony amounts to no more than 
this, The verfe is not now indeed in the epif- 
tle, but it was there in Cyprian’s days, for he 

quotes it, and to fufpeft him either of fraud 
or miftake would be the height of impiety. 

The implicit faith with which the Latin 
writers copy their predeceflors often dimi- 
nifhes and fometimts deftroys the value of 

their teftimony. Thus a glofs crept early 
into fome copies of John III. 6, Et quoniam 
Deus Spiriius ef, de Deo natus cfl* I believe 

Tertullian to be the author of this glols, 

who fometimes blends the words of feripture 

with his own, fo that it requires much fkill 

and pains to make the reparation. From 

him 


1 
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him it quicklv fpread through all the Latin* 

church c 

Per SlcuLis equitavit undos . 

to recount all the writers who quote tins for 
ferip^ure ; but fome, not content with avert¬ 
ing it to be genuine, charge the Arians with 

having corrupted the copies that omitted it. 

Hear the holy Ambrofe : “This place you 

Arians fo exp ref sly teftify to be written of the 

Spirit, that you crafe it from your, books.. 
And I wifh you ended it only from your 

own, and not from the public books of the 

church.” Obfervc the candour and judg¬ 
ment of this Saint.. He acknowledges that 
a pafl'age is wanting in aim oft all the MSS. 
and founds his accufation of the Arians upon 
the very circumftance that ought to have 
acquitted them. The fame calumny is re¬ 
peated by Bede, Fulbcrt and Hincmar, who* 

follow in the chafe , not like hounds that hunt , but 
like thofe that Jill up the cry . I mu ft not for¬ 
get to add, that Grabc* defends the gcnuinc- 


Cctt fiamma per ire das, vel Kurus 

It would be idle 


* Not. ad Bulli Defenf. Fid. Nic. p. 139, Grabius 

tjir bonus nee indsStus fmt ct in fenptis Pntrum appriinc 
verfatus: crit 'uus non filit , tuque cjje potuit , ut p^tc neque 
iagento neque judicio - faiis ad earn ran tnjlruclus. 

Tijiri.dv JUcdicat. to Juflin Martyr. 
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nefs of this interpolation, and very properly 
in company with i John V. 7. 

The heifer hath calved and hath fiot calved * 
Pray, Sir, in>what part of fcripture may this 

paflage be found ? It is quoted by at leaft 

four of the Fathers. Tertullian* fays, 

We read in Ezechiel 

drinus+ fays (imply 

gory Nyflen J and Epiphanius § feem to 

quote it from Iiaiah. There is fome differ¬ 
ence in the words, but they all agree in the 
application, which, I fuppofe, I need not 
mention. 

Juftin Martyr tells Trypho, that the jews 

have corrupted their fcripture to elude the 

prophecies relating to the Mefliah. One of 
his examples is Pfalm XCVI. to. from 

1 

which three words, fays Juftin, have been 
erafed by the Jews, fb that the true reading 
is, 'The Lord hath reigned from the tree. 

Thirlby in his note produces an hoft of 


* J 


Clemens Alexan 

in fcripture.” Grc 






* De Carnc Chrlfli, § 23. 

t Strom. VII. p. 756. 

X In Zac ag n 1’s Co) left an. Monument, Vet. 

§ Haeres, p, 156. 
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wit lie flies for the fame readiug, to whom he 

might have added t,he author againft Vari- 
madus III. 2. This reading, though maui- 

feftly falfe and fpurious, has crept into fome 

■ 

Pfaiters, and feems to have impofed upon 
Erafmus, who cites it without fufpidon in 

4 

lhs colloquy in titled, Inqufitio de fide. 

Thefe interpolations, which are well 

known to the learned, I have produced 

merely to teach the fuperficial reader not 
to place too much confidence in the cita¬ 
tions of the Fathers. We have feen how 

Nicetas, though he was fenfible that autho¬ 
rity was again ft him, retains and defends 

Gregory Nazianzeifs reading. We have 

feen how Juftin Martyr and Ambrofe, when 

they wanted to promote a pafl’age to the 

P 

rank of fcripture, reproached their adverfaries 

with having erafed it. 

You fuppofe authentic a litera in Tertu Ilian 

to i:gmty the autographs of the apoftles. 

This conftrudtion you fupport by a paflhge 
from Ignatius, which 1 profefs not to un- 

derftand, but 1 am fure that it will not ad- 

* 

mit the fenfe you put upon it. You then 

refer 
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refer us to Peter* of Alexandria, who teifti- 
fies, it feems, that the original Oofpel of St. 

r 

John was kept at Ephefus in his time. Are 
you really ignorant, Sir, that this Peter is 
an author, w'hofe age, name and credit are 
totally uncertain ? And Berriman-t- and Er- 

trefti t think that authentic <e 


means no more 
than genuine , uninterpolated . But I flatter 
myfeJf that I can confirm your interpreta¬ 
tion from Tertullian himfelf, § who quotes 

the o rig male injlrumentum Moyfi . Now if Ter- 

tullian had feen the original volume of Mofes> 

how much more ealily might he have feen 
the original epiftle of John. Nor is it won¬ 
derful that the autograph of Moles fhould 
la ft to Tertul hair’s time, when the autograph 

ef Efdras has lafted to the prefent day. 
For Montfaucon |j faw at Bologna an He¬ 
brew MS. which, as appeared from a riiemo- 

randum in the middle of the book, was 

written by Efdras’s own proper hand. 


+ 


* P'ETAVlUs Uranolog. p. 397. 
+ Diflert. on 1 Tim. ill. 16. 


X Opufc. Philolog. et Crit. p. 308. 
§ Contra Hermog. § 19. 

U Diar. Ital. p. 400. 
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But to leave this folcmn trifling, and re¬ 
turn to the queftion. The words of Tertul- 
lian, which you have taken for a quotation 

i 

from feripture, 1 think 1 have Ihewn to be 

only a dcdu&iou of his own from two texts 

John X. 30, XVI. 14. Phoebadius copies 

Tertullian. Cyprian tin ding two or three 

words, which happen to follow in the fame 
order, 1 John V. 3 . immediately fucceeded 

by a formal quotation from feripture, thought 
thele words alfb to be a quotation, and em¬ 
ployed them without remorfe in the fenfe, 
which, as he imagined, his mailer had af¬ 
fixed to them* Thus Tertullian* proves by 

■ 

fome ingenious arguments, that Daniel's 
three hours of prayer were the third, the 

fixth and the ninth, Then comes Cyprian, 

takes the fact for granted, afferts the fame of 

Daniel's three companions, and hence elicits 

the myflery of the Trinity. Whoever could 

argue at this rate, could with equal or greater 

eafe find the fame doctrine in fuch an ex- 
preflion as 


the three are one though the 


(t 


Dc Jejuniis, § 10 


literal 
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literal fenfe feemed ever fo foreign to his 

fubjeft. 

Two or three centuries afterwards both 


Facimdus and Fulgcntius appealed to this 
paflage of Cyprian. Neither of them could 
find a text of fcripture, where it was ex- 


prcfsly faid of the Father, Son and Holy 

theie three are one. 


Yet Cy 




Ghofl: 




Facundus there 


prian feemed to affirm it. 
fore fuppofed, that Cyprian mixed his own 


interpretation with the words of icripture, 

Fulgentius on the other hand, being fome- 

what more fanguine, iuppofed that he quoted 

literally the words of fcripture. Finding 
therefore a kind of counterpart to Cyprian’s 

quotation in I John V. 8. he would naturally 
conclude that the three heavenly witnefles 
were diflinflly mentioned in Cyprian’s copy, 
but had afterwards vaniftied, either by the 
malice of the Arians, or the negligence of the 
feribes, confounding the homocotcleuta. If 

you think, Sir, that it derogates from the 

honour of Cyprian or FuJgeutius to in {innate 
that they could in matters of fuch impor¬ 
tance, blindly follow their leaders, 
ought to recollect that I pafs no harfher 


you 

cen- 

fure 


T 4 
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lure upon them than I have pafild upon you 
with refpeft to Martin 

tice you cannot help feeling in your mind 

whether you chufe to confels it or not. 


inure, whole jufi 


a c< 


o s 


SCRIPT 


I. I have perhaps been much more diffufe 
upon this article than was necefiary. But 
I remember, that when I was a novice in 

this controverfy, I was very angry with the 

oppofers of the heavenly witnefies for their 

obftinacy in denying Cyprian’s words to be 

a literal quotation. My reafons for the opi¬ 
nion which gave birth to my indignation 
were chiefly two. 1. My efteem for the 

I 

learning, good fenfe and fidelity of the fa¬ 
thers, which would not fuffer me to believe. 


that they would quote negligently or inter¬ 
pret abfurdly. My reliance on the can¬ 
dour of the difputants in bating the adver- 

fary’s arguments. But experience has in— 
ftrutted me to entertain more moderate and 
qualified fentiments of both parties. 


2„ Mr 
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fafcly trufted, became he refers to Cyprian's 

treatife by a wrong title, de imitate. But 

learned men have long fince conjectured, de 
JJmtate , which might indeed have been ad¬ 
mitted into the text, though it were not 

confirmed by the Verona MS. in Maffei, 
p. 145. 

' 5. Mr. T ravis bas rend TcrtuIlian fo dili¬ 
gently anti underftands him l'o well, that he 
denies, p. 233 

a Montanift, when he wrote his treatife 
ngainft Praxeas. A proper man this to con* 

fute Newton 1 


. Tcrtu Ilian to have been 


’35 


LETTER 
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SIR 




Augustine and t 


erome you hav 
thought fit to number in your own party 
‘Thus like an experienced officer , by a falfe inti/ler 
roll of authorities , you gain the pay and credit of 

forces you cannot produce , * Let us therefore 

claim to thefe teftimonies. 




examine your 

Auguftine fays of the Father, Son, and Holy 


They are one 

are one, which words, according to you 

befpeak their derivation from this verfe too 

clearly to require any comment. They 
would have been too clear to require any, if 
you had firft quoted the paflage from his 
treatife againft Maximin, where he explains 


Ghofr 




Thefe three 


(t 










P J 


Middleton, Farther Remarks on Bentley, vol. Ill 


n 




p. 45c 


fne 
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the fpirit, the water, and the blood, into an 
allegory fi-nifyi 

Trinity. 

this paflage ought to be interpreted, it will 
not be abfurd to expound it of the Trinity, 
of which it may be truly laid 
three that bear witticls 
are one. 


mg the three perfons of the 

If we examine,*' lays he. “ how 




Fhere are 

the three 


tt 


and 

If you had firft produced this 

fen ten ce, the reader would have feen, that 

when A.itui(line cUewherc fays ot the Tri¬ 




te 


1 T 




liny, “ Thcfe three are one,” even allow- 

ing that the phrafe is borrowed from ferip- 

ture, it is only bis own expofition of the 
eighth verfe. Could Auguftine, writing 
upon the Trinity, and quoting the tery next 

verfe tq the feventh, be ignorant of it, if it 
were then commonly known, or refrain from 
nfing it in fome part or other of his treatife ? 

You will not objett that Auguftine mi giit 

think the word unum fignified unity of con- 
fent, not of eflence, 1. becaufe you affirm 
that he has twice quoted the leventh vede to 
prove the unity of efience, and, 2. becaule, 
to defend his own abfurd hypothecs, that 

unum is always meant of cHence, he explains 
away the eighth verfe into an allegory. 


But 
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But in truth. Sir, this way of o noting 

We afk 


Auguftine is a mockery of reafon 
for a paflage, where Auguftine has formally 

appealed to fcripturc for the three heavenly 
witneftes. You produce a (entence, in which 
Auguftine fays of the Father, Son and Holy 

thefc three are one.” in his own 


Ghoft 


it 


words, without any reference to feripture, or 
mark of a quotation. In the mean time you 

1 b 

cautioufty keep back the argument from 
Augu(line’s allegory, and bring feraps of 

quotations that can only amufe the moft ig¬ 
norant readers. Bcngelius is much more 
confident. He thinks, that the verfe was 
withdrawn from the public copies by the 

Allow him his premiles; 
and his conclufions will eafily follow; 1. that 

no argument can be drawn from the (Hence 

of the ancient writers; and, 2, that in thclb 
fhort fentences they might covertly allude to 
the difputed text. 1 (hall only obferve, that 
if we fuppofe the (irft Chiiftiaus to have 
treated the leriptures in this manner, we at 

once deftroy the certainty and authority of 
our prefent canon. Bet whoever fuppofes, 
as 1 think every defender of the text ought 


Difciphna Arc am 


to 


r 3 86 ] 


to fuppofc, that it was extant and publickly 
known from the beginning, cannot, with 
the fmallcfl: appearance of reafon, pretend 
that it ought not to be formally and direttly 
cited in almoft every treatife on the Trinity* 

Indeed the argument from Augu {line’s 
allegory is fo plain and ftrong, that Beza 
fairly fays, No?t legit Augujlinus ; Benge lius 
avoids it by the Difciplina Arcani ; and Mar¬ 
tin himfelf finks under the weight of the 
objection, and only not yields the point in his 
liffcrtation* In his Examcn he makes a faint 




defence, but when Emlyn replied, he quitted 
the untenable poll. And it is felf-cvident, 
that no man who had before him a clear paf- 

fage for the dodtriae of the Trinity, a paflage 

where the three perfons are diftinftly named, 

would quote the adjacent lentence, and ex¬ 
plain it myilically of the fame dottrine, mi¬ 
ld s he were determined to turn the feripture 

into ncedlcfs tautology, and weaken the 
force of his own real on in 

But 


nr 


O 


in Jerome’s teftament this verfe is 

read without any doubt of its authenticity 
Without any doubt of its authenticity 1 You 

inform us el le where that all the prelent La- 


it 




tin 
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tin MSS. are copies of Jerome s verfiojrt* But 
many of the oldeft of thefe MSS. totally 

omit the heavenly witnefles, and many 
tain them in a fufpieious manner. I have- 
faid enough upon this fubjeft in my fixth 
letter, and fhall not repeat it here. The 
queftion is, which of thefe copies preferves' 

the genuine reading, and therefore, when you 

fay, that the verfe ts. read in Jerome’s tefta- 
ment, you afl'ume the very thing which you 

ought to prove. But to help out this lame 
argument you produce two quotations.- The 

fir ft is, In ejfenee therefore they are one . Itaque 
fubftantia unum funt. You tranflate it, thesft 
[three] are one. Why add, thefe without 
warrant from your original ? Or why add 

three , though, I own, you diftinguifh it from 
the words of your author ? Is it neceflary to 
the fenfe ? Or mu ft the words unum funt 9 
whenever and wherever they are applied to the 
Trinity, be always meant for a direct quota¬ 
tion of 1 John V. 7 ? You are then blamea- 
bly negligent in not in creating your orthodox 

witnefles with Marius Vittorinus, whom 
you might have found quoted by Bengelius 
in the fame paragraph with Marcus Cele- 

dei i li s. 


re- 
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The fecond teftimony of Jerome 

you produce from his explanation of faith to 

Cy rill us: us there is one Father, one Son — 

and one Holy Gbojl — and thefe three are one • 
But after reading a page, we find, that the 
quotation of which you here make a prefent 

to Jerome, belongs to Marcus Celedenfis. 
Whether it belongs to him, I know not. 

It is only a conjecture of the learned from 
an epiftle of Jerome’s to Marcus Celedenfis, 

in which he lifts thefe words: Defide, quatn 

dignat us es fenbere fantlo Cynlla, dedi confer iptam 

fidem. Hence you argue, p. 1 63 , that Jerome 
approved of Marcus’s creed, and wrote ano¬ 
ther of his own. Let it be fuppofed, to 
fave trouble, that Marcus is the real author 

of this creed, and that Jerome intends the 
fame. How could Jerome fulpeft, that thefe 

words were meant for a quotation of ferip- 
ture, without his friend’s dropping the lead 

hint of it ? Marcus Celedenfis only explains 

his own doctrine ; which he does not pro- 
leis to do in the words of feripture. Be- 
lules your argument takes for granted that 
Jerome examined all the quotations with 

letupulous niinuteuefs; a talk to which, I 

believe. 


denfis 
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believe, very few friends or readers fubmit* 
But when Jerome came to this pafl'age, 
which bears no mark of a quotation j he mud 

have been the prince of conjurers to have 

■ 

divined his correfpondent's intention. In 
fhort, Sir$ the creed addrefled to Damafus is 
univerfally acknowledged not to be Jerome’s* 
and if it were his, our verfe is not quoted in 

it; The creed aferibed to Marcus Celedenfis 
does not refer to the verfe^ and, if it did, 

would figrjify nothing in the difpute about 

Jerome- However you are perfectly con¬ 
fident in defending a fpurious reading by 

fpunous authorities. 

But the weigh tied evidence remains, the 
Prologue to the Canonical Epidles. At the 
requed or command of Pope Damafus, Je¬ 
rome revifed the Latin tranflation, and cor¬ 
rected it upon the faith of the Greek MSS* 
Did he therefore replace the three heavenly 
witnefies at this revifion or not ? If he did, 
why did he not then write his preface to in¬ 
form the world of his recovered reading ? 

D 

But after Damafus was dead, Euftochium, 
it feems, a young lady, at once devout, hand- 

fome, and learned, requeds him once more 


U 


to 
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to revife the Catholic Epiftles and correal 
them from the Greek. Jerome under¬ 
takes the talk, and having completed it, ad- 

4 

verti-ies her in this prologue, that other in¬ 
accurate tranflators had omitted the teftimony 
of the three heavenly witnefles, the ftrongeft 
proof of the Catholic faith* Such a Rory 
as-this carries its own condemnation upon its 
forehead. It has therefore been given up by 

xfcoft of the defenders of the verfe ; by Mill,, 
by Abbe Roger, by Maffei, Vallarfius, Vitali r 

Twells, Bengelius. But you tell us, with 
that extent of information for which your 
work is notorious, that w the moft didurbed 
imagination did not harbour any Rich chime¬ 
ras (as that the prologue was not genuine) 

till the times of Martianay and Simon 
You are miftaken. Sir. Saudi us * had alrea¬ 
dy declared the prologue to be fpurious ili¬ 
the year 1670. We are left alfo to imagine 
from the manner in which you couple Mar¬ 
tianay and Simon, that they were both 
Ranch oppofers of the verfe. Whereas Mar¬ 
tianay is a Ranch defender of it and a furious 




Append. Intergretat. Paradox, p. 18> 


antaeoniil 
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antagonift of Simon 
able (bine of Simon’s arguments again ft this 

very prologue, accufes him almoft of forgery 
in quoting a MS* and of herefy for attackin 
the genuinenefs of i John V. 7. Nothing, 
therefore, but the force of truth could make 
fiich a critic agree with his adverfary in his 
main propofition. I muft add that Kettner, 

who in his Diflertation * upon 1 John V 
and his New Vindication ^ had contended 

that the prologue was Jerome’s, in a third 

book called the Hiftory of the text in John 
candidly acknowledges it to be (purious, 

b 

That this judgment i$. as true as it was 
impartial, will appear from many confidera- 

tions. Firft a great majority of MSS. omits 
Jerome’s name. You anfwer, that other pre¬ 
faces, confefledly Jerome’s, want his name 

in MSS. I defire you to point out a preface 
to any book of the Old Teftament, where 
half as many MSS omit Jerome’s name. 

Thirty-four of the MSS. that I collated pre¬ 
fix no name ; fix omitted the prologue ; one 


endeavours to dif 










* I. Lipf. 1696. p. 57—63. II. Delitii 1702. p. 33—37 

III. Fiancf. et Lipf, 1713. p. 134—136 


I45. 172. 


had 


U 
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had loft the leaf) of two I have made no 

memorandum ; in Ihort 1 have only fet down 

eight which at once retained the prologue 
and attributed it to Jerome. But Jerome 

was fo popular, every thing that bore his 
name was lo eagerly loughr, and lo fre¬ 
quently traillcribed, that if this prologue had 

been generally known or thought to be his, the 

correctors at lea ft would more generally have 
reftored his name, and would conftantly have 
lecured the infer lion of the prologue in their 

books. But by being often abfent, and often 
anonymous, it betrays marks of a late birth 

and di(honourable extraction. It is the hard 
fate of celebrated authors to have a quantity 

of trafh fathered upon them, fometimes by 
deftgn, and fometimes by miftake. Nobody 
has been more freely treated in this way than 
Jerome. And if this has fo often happened, 

lince the invention of printing, how often 

rauft it have happened before that aera 

In lonae MSS. the preface is added ; 
yet the heavenly witnefleS' omitted. But 

this you and Martin eafily folve by laying 
the blame upon the negligence of tranferibers. 
No, Sir, it was not the negligence of the 

tranferibers. 
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tranfcribers, but the negligence or forgetful- 
aefs of the collators, that was the caufe of 

this di{agreement. The prologue was tran- 
icribed from a younger MS. the text of the 
Epiftles from an older; written either be¬ 
fore the Prologue was compofed, or at lead 

before it forced itlelf into a general notice. 

Some of the MSS. call the EpifMes Cano¬ 
nical in the title, and all in the Prologue, 
whereas Jerome would have called them 

Catholic . Here you tell us that Jerome has 

called them Canonical in other parts of his 
works, and fend us for fatisfa&ion to his ca¬ 
talogue of e cc left aft i cal writers. You ought 
to be told, Sir, that when correct editions 

are published on the faith of MSS. no critic 

is allowed to^argue from the old and corrupt 
readings, The editions publiflied by Mai> 
tianay at Paris, and Vallarfius at Verona, 
both read Cathcllca in the three places of the 

catalogue, and produce no various reading 

from their MSS. I have collated ten MSS. 

one in the Bodleian and nine in the Muleum. 
Two of the thirteenth and one of the fif¬ 
teenth century have canonical without varia¬ 
tion ; a fourth of the fifteenth century has 

U 3 


canonic a: 
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canonic a once in the text, but catholica for a 
various reading between the lines from the 
fame hand, and catholic# in the text twice 
without any fufpicion. The remaining fix 

MSS. two of which are very ancient, (one 
at leaft a thoufand years old, MS. Cotton. 

Calig. A. 15.) conftantly read catholic #, which 
I fhall therefore conclude to be the true 
reading. Auguftine, you add, calls the EpiA 
ties canonical. His partiality to the Latin 
ufage touches not Jerome, who prided himfelf 
too much upon his Greek to futfer fuch an in- 

r 

novation. Auguftine quotes “ the Apoftle 
Jude in his canonical epiftle.” How would 
you have exulted, if you had known that Je¬ 
rome himfelf in his commentary oil Ifaiah 

LXV, T. HI. p. 484. calls the fecond epiftle 

of Peter canonical . And to crown the whole, 

all the MSS. as Martianay teftifies, and two 

in the Bodleian, as I teftify, concur in this 
reading. Martianay is afraid that this uni¬ 
form confent of the MSS. fomewhat weakens 

the foregoing argument. But he might 
have been of good cheer; for there is no 

refemblance between the two cafes.. The 
4jame canonical applied to feven Epiftles, four 


cf 
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of which were lefs generally received for 

canonical than mod of St. Paul’s, is the per¬ 
fection of abfurdity. But it is applied with 

a (ingle epiftle of the feven, 

For in- 


propriety to 
whether doubted, or undoubted. 


ftance, Jerome quoting the fecond epiftle of 

Peter, which many churches rejedted, by 
this epithet fixes upou it the feal of his own 
Opinion and authority. For the fame reafon 
Auguftine calls the epiftle of Jude canonical ; 

as if he had faid; 


know that this epiftle 


is rejected by fome, but iu my opinion it is 
the genuine compolition of the Apoftle. I 

on the other hand a writer reje&ing the fe 
cond epiftle of Peter, the fecond and third 
of John, &a had ocpafion to quote any of 
the other three, he might juftly fay 
Peter writes in his canonical epiftle,” thus 

dlftinguiihiug the true from the counterfeit 

This, if 1 miftake not, was the 


f 


St 




money 

true reafon why the Catholic epiftles by de¬ 
grees gained the title of canonical. For when 
the later writers faw their predeceffors fe- 
•parately call the Epiftles canonical , they with 
great judgment, gave them the fame epithet 

the lump. Our argument, Sir* is, not 

that 
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that Jerome never calls a (ingle epitlle ca* 

nonical , for that he might have done by any 
of St. Paul’s, if it had pleated him, but 

that lie calls the whole feven Catholic in his 
genuine works, while the Prologue calls 
them canonical. 

The fame of Jerome was fo far extended, 
and his authority fo great, that if a Pro¬ 
logue of his compofition, containing fuch 

important information, had been oonftantly 

known and read from the beginning of the 
fifth century, it mu ft have been quoted by 
fome of the intermediate writers between 

the fifth and the ninth, a fpace of time iti 
which Jerome’s verfion triumphed over all 
preceding trail flat ions. If this Prologue had 
been univerfally acknowledged for Jerome’s, 
how could Bede overlook it ? Bede’s filence 

both with refpeft to the difputed verfe aud 

the Prologue is a complete proof that he knew 

nothing of the Prologue, aud a probable ar¬ 
gument that it was not even extant in his 
life. The only appeals to it are made by 
Walafrid Strabus in the ninth, and the Sor- 
bonne Correttorium in the tenth, century. 

This laft author feems to have been over- 

■ 

burthened 


[ >97 ] 


burtlieiied with judgment, for he fays, 
w Here (brne of the Greek MSS. are cor¬ 
rupted, as St. Jerome obfefves.” Wc 
may therefore fuppofe, that the Prologue 
was written in fome part of the time be¬ 
tween Bede's death and the ninth century* 




But if there were no other objection to 
this Prologue, the ftyle alone would deter¬ 
mine it not to be Jerome’s. Whatever be 
his fubjed, his language is always fpirited and 

perfpicuous ; while the Prologue is written 
in a barbarous and uncouth jargon. To 
make it the more barbarous, you have fol¬ 
lowed thofe editions (Append, p. 6 
which read, quodfunt for ut Jint 9 and tranflato¬ 
ri bus portentes. But I (hall pafs by thefe ex- 

prefiions, though, if they were genuine, 

they would clear Jerome from all fufpicion* 

Next, let us confider the reafoning and 
connection. As we formerly corrected the 

Evangelifts to the line of truth, fo we 
have by God’s afii (lance reftored thefe 
[epiftles] to their proper order.’* The 
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real Jerome could never have indulged hkn- 

a parallel, when he might 


felf in fo (illy 

have (aid, and ought to have fajd, it a ct has 9 

Deo 


[ *9* 1 


Dec juvante, Grtec<c fiaei reddidimus 
would have been a proper fubjeft for his 
joy and piety, inflead of childishly com¬ 
mending himfelf for fuch a trifle as reftoring 
the order of the epiftles. It is alio obferv- 
able, that though the main drift of the au¬ 
thor was to give currency to his favourite 

verfe of the three heavenly witnefles, he is 

afraid to affirm diredly that it was in the 
Greek MSS- and only infinuates that falfe- 
bood in cautious and perplexed language: 

Which epiflles, if they were 
turned into Latin, as they are arranged by 
them” (the Apoftles, I fuppofe) “ neither 
44 would create doubts in the readers, nor 


This 


faithfully Jo 










would the varieties of readings impugn 
one another; efpecially in that place of 
John where we read of the unity of the 
Trinity; in which we find the unfaithful 

trauflators to have erred much from the 

true faith; putting only three names 
and omitting the witnefs of the Father, 
the Word and the Spirit, by which the 

catholic faith is chiefly Arengthened, and 

the one deity of the Father, Son, and Holy 

Ghoft proved 
























Firft, here is another 






ridiculous 





ridiculous oppofition of Jo and as 

tranflators had been 


If the. 




diligent in trans¬ 
lating the epiftles as the apoftles (or the 

Greeks, for ab ih may be referred to them) 
have been in arranging the iame epiftles 
Nor do I believe that Jerome would have 

ufed fuch language as this, Neque Jermonum 
fefe variefates impugnarent. Betides, the au¬ 
thor does not potitively affirm that he has 
reftored the verfe upon the authority of Greek 

MSS. but in order to poflefs the reader with 

that belief, envelopes his meaning in a cloud 

of words. This obie&ion will not feem of 












little weight to thofe who know that many 

perfons will in Inmate a fa] (hood, which they 

dare not aflert m explicit terms. If Jerome 

us fuch a piece of news as 
is hinted in the Prologue, he would have 

fpoken out and told it plainly, whether it 

were true or falfe, If it were true, an- af¬ 
fected obfeurity would be as needlefs, as it 

was contrary to his manner 

he would have affirmed it no lefs boldly and 
called God to witntfs no lefs folemnly, than 
when he attefted the miracle of his being 

whipped by angels for reading proph 


himfelf had told 


If it were falfe 


ane au¬ 
thors i 
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or when lie wrote the lives of Paul * 


tnors 

and Hilarion, which you have fo well de 




fended. 


But 


Mr* Travis fays that Jerome wrote thefe lives 

*<.as pofitive facts* but to teach fome moral or fpiritual 

And 




r n 


not 




duty, and to inculcate what is ufeful and good, 
he compares them to Pilpay and jEiop’s Fables, to Ho 

mer’s two poems* and to Jothain’s parable. I (hall there 






fore give the outlines of Jerome’s life of Paul, that the 
unlearned reader may be better able to calculate the quan¬ 
tity of good and ufeful inOru^lion contained in it. 

Antony thought himfelf the mod perfeft monk in 




the world, till he was told in a vihon, that there was 

one much more perfeft than he, and that he mull fet 
out on a vifit to the prince of anchorets. Antony 
departed on this errand, and in his journey through the 
S defert faw a centaur. Jerome modeftly doubts whe¬ 
ther it was the natupl produce of the foil, fruitful in 
monfters, or whether the devil a Ahmed this fliapc to 
fright the holy man. Some lime :;fter he faw a Satyr 
with an horned forehead and goats feet, who prefented 
him with fome dates as hoftagesof 

i 

that he was one of the falfe deities, whom, the deluded 

Gentiles worftiipped. At laft Antony, quite 

and exhaufted, found Paul, and, while ihev were dif- 
4 courfing together, who fhoutd appear on a hidden, but 

a raven with a loaf, which he laid down in their light. 

Every day, faid Paul to Antony, 1 receive half a loaf. 
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peace, and con felted 








w c a ry 








but 





f 301 ] 


ut if Jerome had told us, that his Greek. 

MSS. contained the three heavenly witnefles, 

■ 

he would have told a notorious falftiood. 


but on your arrival Clirift has given his foldiers dou¬ 
ble provifion. He alfo told Antony, that he himfelf 

b 

fhould fhortly die; he therefore defircd to be buried ill 
the fame cloak that Antony received from Athanafius. 
Antony fet out full fpeed to fetch the cloak, but Paul 
was dead before his return. Here was a frefh diftrefs ; 
Antony could find no fpade or pickax to dig a grave. 

But while he was in this perplexity, two lions ap¬ 
proached with fo piteous a roaring, that he perceived 

they were lamenting the deceafrd after their unpolilhed 

fafhion. They then began to fcratch the earth with 

their feet, till they had hollowed a place big enough to 

contain a fingle body. After Antony had buried his 

friend’s cajcafe in this hole, the two lions came to him 

\ 

and by their figns and fawning a iked his blefling, which 
he kindly gave them, and they departed in very good 

humour 

Something of the fame nature happened to St. Daph- 
nis, as we learn from thofe Ecclefiaftical Hiftorians who 

inculcate what is ufeful and good. Theocritus, I. 71, 

x** •Ifwpiuo AE41N EK.AAYEE invSila., and "Virgil, V. 27 . 

I 

Daphtii , tuum Pcenos titam ingemuisSE leones 

InUrxtum montefque ftros fitvctfqut bquuntur. 
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All the inference that 1 with to draw from this Ipng 

r 

note, is that Mr. Travis has not read Jerome's fives of 

ihe Saints which he has fo manfully defended 
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That 
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That all the Greeks before his time and all 

for many ages after it, fhould know nothing 
of this text, or entirely negledl it; that all 
the vjfible Greek MSS. which have furvived 
to the prefent day, fhould omit it; and yet 
that Jerome found a clufter of Greek MSS* 
all of which retained it, this, according to the 

common courfe of things, is incredible and 
impoflible. What a ft range revolution, as 

Erafmus juftly obferves, that in Jerome’s 
time the Latin copies Ihould be defedtive 

and the Greek perfedt, when at prefent the 

Latin have repaired their lofs, and the Greek 
are become defedfive. You objedf, that the 
expreffion infideles tranjlatores does not mean 
the generality of tranflators. When an ex- 

preflion of this kind is ufed without limi¬ 
tation, an author who wifhes to be under- 

ftood , as the real Jerome would wifh, mud 

be underftood to mean it generally. If only 

a few tranflators were guilty, why does he 

not reft rain his meaning by fuch words, 
as pane is, quibufdam , &c. ? I agree with you, 
that infideks fignifies no more than inaccurate. 

But if Jerome had attributed fuch anomiflion 
to the interpreters, he would not have difmif- 


fed 
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led them with fo gentle a reprimand 

fofteft names that he could find for them, 
would then be, mid-day devils , mad dogs , blaf 
pbemous heretics , two-footed ajfes, 
thought it merely an error, I have fo good an 
opinion of his critical abilities, as to believe 

that he would have accufed the unfkilfut 
fcribes , and not the unfaithful tranjlators . 

And if only a few of the Latin copies were 
Faulty, it was idle to fingle out this place as 

fpecimen of the fuperior corre&nefs of hi 9 
own edition. In faft it is apparent that, 
whenever this Prologue was written, moft of 
the Latin copies wanted i John V. 7. and 
that it was written for the exprefs purpofe 

of providing a remedy for this defeffc. 1 

fhall here take notice of a circumftance 

The 


r 
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which I forgot to mention in its place 

Greek-Engtifti editor of the N. T. in 1729 

appealed to an ancient Corre&orium, which 
aflerts, that this verfe was wanting in 
the old Latin MSS. Upon which Twells 
fays 


We call upon him to (hew where 
intimating that the editor was a liar 










A 




However it happens that fuch a Corre&orium 
did exift, + and was collated by Lucas Bru- 

genfis. 
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their friends nor the challenge of their ene 


mies 


Again, if Jerome had written this pro¬ 
logue, the chief aim of which is to bring 
into common ufe this JirongeJl proof of the 
tfrinity, would he never have thought of in¬ 
troducing it in his other works ? He is very 
proud, in one of his epifiles, of having re- 
itored ferving the Lord , Rom. XH. 11. inftead 
of ferving the time . What a trifling occafion 

to praife himfelf was this compared to the 

other ? Would he not have been in hade to 
tell Auguftine of this grand difeovery ? Au- 
guftine, who looked with an evil eye upon 
Jerome’s new edition, could not fail of being 
fully reconciled to it, when he had learned 
what an acceflion of ftrength it brought to the 
catholic faith. Augufiine and Jerome cor- 
refponded upon biblical fubjedts infinitely 
lels important* You are not infenfible of 
the force of this argument, as appears from 
the aiiferable fhifes to which you are reduced 
in attempting to elude it. Firft * c he hafrin- 
ferted the heavenly witnefles in his verfion 
the very paint iq debate. Secondly, he 

has quoted them in two creeds,” neither of 

which 
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wmch is written by Jerome, neither of 
which can be proved to quote the heavenly 
witncflcs. But to let you into a lecret, none 

of the prologues to the feparatc parts of the 

N. T. are Jerome’s. They are all rhapfo- 

dies without method or meaning : without 
Jerome’s learning, ftyle or fpirit; written 

long after his time, fometimes adorned with 
extratts from his catalogue or cpiftles. Ben- 

gelius quotes a prologue to the Afts, which 

is manifeftly l’purious, and feems, as he ob- 
ferves, to be the handy work of the fame 
author, who favoured us with the prologue 

to the Catholic Fpiflles. He has inferibed 
it to two other friends of Jerome, to Dom- 

nion and Rogatianus. For all thefe reafons, 
I agree with Bengelius that this prologue is 
a forgery, but I cannot think with him that 

the author of it was acquainted with Greek 
MSS. Indeed he feems to diftrufl his own 

opinion, for he adds, at the end of the para¬ 
graph, §ui firtnos tejles ex Grata antiquit ate 

producet , gratiam ab ecclejia inibit. 

The good Eucberius is your next witnefs, in 

whofc Formula Spirit alts Intelligent a Martin 

(Diflert. 
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(EFiffert. p. 78.) found the dilputed %'erfe 
and brought it forward with great parade. 
However, as we ought to reftore every man 

his own, it is neceffary to obferve that Mill 
had already produced the paffage, Prole 
938. You too, Sir, in imitation of Martin, 
are here extremely alert. You fay that 
Emlyn ingenuoufly confeffes his embarraff¬ 
luent. Whether you have a died ingenuoujty 

let the public judge. Could a reader, who 
reads your quotation from Emlyn, guefs that 

he fpends two pages to fhew that the paffage 
is interpolated ? It would truly have been, 
as you call it p. 40, 81, a poor refuge to affeti 
a doubt , without giving any reafons. Em- 
lyn*s reafons are, 1. That Eucherius in his 

tones V, et iV. 7 *. explains the water, 
the blood and the ipirit of the Father, Son 
and Holy Ghoft. That in his Formula 

therefore he feems only to have quoted 
the eighth verfe, becaufc it is not likely 
that Eucherius or any body elfe, feeing the 
do£trine of the Trinity clearly revealed in 
the feventh verfe, fhould extraft it from the 
qighth by an unnatural interpretation 

1 

tranfcribers and editors often corrett the 

X 2 
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citations 




[ 3°9 J 


blood demon ftrating Clirift, and referring 
to his paflion ; by the Spirit manifefting 
the Holy Ghoft. Now thefe three thus 
bear witnefs of (Thrift. 








He himfelf fay 






in the Gofpcl, VIII. 18 


I bear witnefs 
of inyfelf and the Father who fent me bears 

nvitnefs of me. Anti again 

When the Comforter is come—he jhall bear 
witnefs of me . The Father therefore bears 

witnefs when he fays, Matth. XVII. 5. 
This is my beloved Son. The Son, when 






XV. 26. 


it 










he fays, John X. 30. I and my Father are 

one. The holy Spirit ; when it is faid of 

liim, Matth. III. 16. And he faw the 

holy Spirit defending, See. 

1. From this laboured illu ft ration, and 
the pains taken to fortify it, Eucherius plainly 
fhews, that he himfelf is one of the many 
(plures) who embraced the myftical inter¬ 
pretation. Martin (who docs not eafily mifs 
any error that lies in his way) infifts that 
plures means no more than fame or fever pi 

(plufieurs,) I wonder not that Emlyn was 
fick of difputing with fo wretched a lophift. 
If plures might elfewhere admit of either 
fenfe, here it can only mean a majority , be- 

caufc 




(( 








X 


3 


[ 3 ro J 


caufe it is oppoled to quidam , and tamen 

added. 

i 

2. I^ardner * rightly infers, that the author 

who wrote this paffhge, could not know any 
thing of the heavenly witnefies. He there¬ 
fore cor reels the text of Eucherius in this 

maimer : 

deitatis refer tur, &c. 
dhinse legis referuntur, &c. 
tatem in Joann is epiftola, Tres funt qid tejil 
mor.ium dant, aqua, fanguis et fpiritus . 

b 

is referred to the unity of God, No. 2 to the 
two teftament?, No. 3 to the Trinity, in the 
epifHe of John, There are three that bear re¬ 
cord, the water, the blood and the fpirit . I fhall 
obferve, by the way, that Martin took the 
fen ten ce out of its connection, difearded the 
numeral, fup plied legimus in (lead of referuntur, 

and fo tranflated (in which you have fol- 
lowed him) As to the trinity, we read , &c. 
When Emlyn objected, that Eucherius 

might only quote the eighth verfe as refer¬ 
ring to the Trinity, Martin had the afiiirance 


I. Hie numerus ad unitatem 

II. ad duo teflamenta 

III. ad Trini- 


i £ 


No. 1 


it 


Credibility, Part II. Ch. 137. Vol. XI. p. 170 
i^i.^or Vo], V. p. 226—229. 




. (Exam 
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(Exam. c. 8.) to maintain that the word 

5 T rinitas does not here fignify the Trinity 
in a theological fenfe, but (imply the number 
three . So that, according to him, the pafiage 
furnifhes this rare (enfe, “ As to the number 

three , we read in St. John’s Epiftle, There 
are three , &c.! T> But he would have af- 

j 

Termed any thing, rather than relinquUh ail 

argument or authority that he once had 
efpouled. 

b 

3. Whoever compares the FormuLe with 
the ZiueftionSy will find that Lardner’s emen¬ 
dation or fomething like it, muft be the true 
reading. And I do reaflert, that no writer 
in his perfeft mind could pofiiblv adopt this 
allegorical expofition of the eighth verle, if 

the feventh were extant in his copy. Even a 

madman would have method in his madnefs. 
For fenfe to extafy was ne'er fo tbratid y But it 

referv d feme quantity of choice , To ferve in 
fuch a difference, I appeal to any orthodox 

reader, whether he would force an indirect 

■ 

confeflion of his favourite do&rine, from one 
text by torture, when he might have a clear, 
full and voluntary evidence from its next 
neighbour. The fuppofition is ftill more 

ridiculous 


it 
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ridiculous that Eucherius mould make this 

■ 

quotation for no polfible ufe. 

Bengclius, though he had endeavoured to 

work himfelf up to a belief (in which how¬ 
ever he loon faultersj that Auguftine’s ex- 
pofition of the eighth verfe \yas confident 

with his knowledge of the- feventh, Benge- 

*■ 

lius, I fay, clearly faw, that if Eucherius 

wrote the allegory in the ^ueJUonSj he could 

not poflibly have the heavenly witneffes in 
his copy. He therefore devifed an ingenious 

expedient to avoid the attacks of the enemy. 
He fuppofed that the author of the Formula7 
is a different perfon from the author of the 

Quejiions, But this expedient Lardner and 
Mr. Griefbach fpoii by telling us from Gen- 
nadius, that Eucherius dedicated his Suejlions 
and fome of his other works to his two Tons. 

And to heighten the diftrefs of the feene, 

thefe Quejiions and Formula are in fatt re- 
fpfc&ively dedicated to thefe two fons, Salo- 
nius and Veranius. 

, Mr. Griefbach adds, that Eucherius’s firft 

qutftion is, “ From what texts the Trinity 
is proved ?” He anfwers, “ From the be¬ 
ginning of Genefis, bet us make man, &c. 

•from 
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from Pfalm XXXVI. 2. By the •word of the 
Lord\ &c. from Matth. XXVIII. 19. (the 

form of baptifm); and from Rom. XI. 26. 
From him and by him” &c. But not a word 
of the difputed verfe, which would been an 
excellent corollary, and would have prefented 
us (as Ketrner finely expreffes it) with St. 
John s divinity in a nut-fell. Surely if Eu- 
cherius knew of this verfe, and yet with 
fuch, fair, fuch provoking opportunities to 
quote it, was ftill obftinately blent, he could 
not be a fincere Trinitarian, but either be¬ 
trayed the ftcred depofit which the church 

had entrufled in his hands, or in (lead of be¬ 
ing properly and rationally orthodox, he only 
blundered round about orthodoxy. 

Mr. Grielbach alfo obferves, that Flacius 

has only inferted the earthly witnefl’es in his 
edition of the Formula . You mention this 
obje&ion, p. 299. but prudently avoid anfwer- 

ing it. So confiderable an omifiion could 
neither be overlooked by Flacius nor his prin¬ 
ters. He either publifhed his edition from 
a MS. or another edition. Here then is 
reading again(l reading, which fhall we pre¬ 
fer ? By all the rules of criticifjn. the read¬ 


ing 
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ing which makes an author confident with 
himfelf. If we follow Flacius, we agree 

with Eucherius’s quotation of fcripture in 
another place unfufpedted of corruption or 
interpolation. But if we follow Braflicanus, 
we make Eucherius quote a text for which 
he had no occafion ; a text which he has not 
quoted where it was neceflary, or at lead 

where it would have been fignally ufeful; a 
text, which, if Eucherius could be fuppofed 
to know of it, would determine him to be 
the dullefl of mortals, and paflionately fond 
of non fen fe and tautology. 

Let ns however review the words of Eu- 

■ 

cherius. Tres funi qtti tejlimonium dant in 

calo, Pater, Verbum et Spintus SanBus, et tres 
funt aui tejlimonium dant in terra , fp ir it us , aqua 

et fanguis. How it ftrengthens the authority 

of our prefer it vulgate that this quotation 

differs not from it in the fmalleft tittle! In 
th t Queflions there are fome odd various read¬ 
ings. The ei ghth verfe, as there quoted, 

differs from the Formula four times, i. In 

turning the mafeulines into neuters. 2. In 
fubftituting perhibent for dant . 3. In omitr 

ting m terra . 4. In altering the order of the 

witnefles. 
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witnefles. But what is more extraordinary 
is, that Flacius’s edition of the Formula 
reads as all the editions of the ^uefliom read 

and contains neither lefs nor more than thefe 
words: Frla funt qua tejlimonium ferhibent 
aqua, /unguis et fpiriius. That this readin 

is genuine, is plain upon infpe£tioii, becaufe 

i. It is the (horter. 2. It is the lefs ortho 

dox.* 






It differs greatly from the com¬ 
mon editions of the Latin verfion. 4. It 

exattly agrees with Eucherius’s citation of 

the fame verfe in another part of his works. 
5. It tranfpofes the witnefles fo, that in the 

L 

allegorical interpretation they may feverally 
correfpond with the perfons of the Trinity 
which they typify. 

If any pains-taking critic wades through 
thefe letters, as I (hall be always ready to 

teftify my admiration of his patience, fo I 
think he cannot refufe to pay me the fame 
compliment, when he lees me thus labori- 
oufly anfwering objc&ions, which (as you 


3 ' 


By the orthodox I mean that opinion which, whether 

falfe; prevails in the time and country of the tran- 
feribers or editors. 


true or 


falfely 
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falfely fay of Mr. Griefbach’s p. 300) are 

bt ought forward •without even the decency of an 

attempt to fupport them . But to clofe the 
account of Eucherius. The true reading, 
which Lard 11 er almoft found our by con¬ 
jecture, is that which I have quoted from 

Flacius. If it will not fatisfy you, it will at 
lea ft fatisfy every body elfe, to know that 
there are two early editions of Eucherius, 

one printed at Bafil, 1530, the other at Paris 
without any date of *he year. Thefe edi¬ 
tions fo often differ in their readings, that 
they were certainly derived from feparate 

But though they vary fo much iu 
Other places, they here lovingly concur in 
the fhorter reading; above mentioned. So far 
therefore (to ufe Mr, Griefbach’s words) was 

Eucherius from quoting 1 John V« 7. that 
it is on the contrary moft clear and evident 
that this verfe never was in his copy. 

We have now run over all the Latins 


MSS 


down to the middle of the fifth century 


without finding any exp refs quotation of 

this unfortunate verfe 


nor even any appear¬ 
ance of it, except in Cyprian. But before 

we come to the end of the fame century, 

fuch 
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fuch a proof is produced, as mult for ever 

ftrike the heretics mute. For the four hun¬ 
dred Catholic Biftiops that Hunneric fum- 
moned to Carthage, to hear what they had 
to fay in defence of the homoufian dottrine, 
quote the three heavenly witnefles, as a proof 

of the Trinity clearer than day y and this with** 
out exprefiing any doubt on their own fide, 
or meeting with any oppofition from their 
adverfaries. Martin feems to think that 


every one of thefe four hundred hi (hops had 
a biblc in his pocket, and the ufeful places 
doubled down ! 1 would gladly know by 

what miracle four hundred copies of St. 
John’s epiftle unanimoufly con fen ted in a 
reading, that an hundred years before, ac¬ 
cording to the complaint which you fup- 
pofe Jerome to make, was omitted by the 

unfaithful tranjlators ? How Eucherius, as I 
have juft now 

fifty years before ? 


proved, was ignorant of it 

How Facundus was 

equally ignorant of it fifty years after l This 

verfe has been gaining ground in the Latin 
copies from the fixth century to the eleventh; 
yet, I dare fey, if we (hould now collect four 

hundred Latin MSS- at a venture, we (hould 


find 
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find fcveral of them omitting the heavenly 

witnefles ; perhaps a majority of thofe that 

are not later than fhe tenth century. 
Or were thefe holv fathers fuch acute and 

inquifitive critics, that they would cite no¬ 
thing from Scripture which was not in all 

If any paffage that fuited their 

purpofe occurred in fome particular copies, 
would they not defend it for genuine, though 

the weight of external evidence was in the 

■ 

oppofite fcale ? But not to multiply fuch 

queries, we know, if we know any thing, 
that an implicit faith of this kind has been 
the occafion of innumerable miftakes. Does 

not Ambrofe defend a reading again ft the 

heretics, merely becaufe it is orthodox, for 
he owns that it is wanting in a vaft majority 
of the copies ? In the fame manner, if the 

Catholic bifhops found in ever fo few of their 
MSS. a text like i John V 

the day for their dodtrine, they would doubt- 
lefs prefume it to be genuine. It would be 
in vain to ur<ie them with the erreat balance 


the MSS ? 


clearer than 








of contrary teftimonies. 

tflis Deprenfh : /ram atone animos a cr inline fu 

mu tit . 


Nihil ejl audacius 


rhey would argue, (falie]y and ab- 

furdly 
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furdly indeed, but (till they would argue) 

i * That omiflions of the verfe were neither 

direct impeach- 

only food for conjecture, and con¬ 
jecture has no weight againft: pofitive facts 
p. 346.—2. That the omiflion might eafiJy 
happen here, by reafon of the fimilar be¬ 
ginning and ending of the two verfes. 3. That 
the fcope and connection of the Apoftle’s 
reafoning required this infertion. 4. That the 

Arians erafed it; and that the Arians played 

fuch pranks is clear from more than one 
pofitive declaration of Ambrofe.” I allow 
that all thefe reafon s are falfe and frivolous ; 
it is enough for me, that they have fre¬ 
quently been employed in defence of this 

very paflage. The unanimous teftimony 

therefore of the four hundred bifhops will 

by no means prove that the verfe was then 
in all the copies, fince, if it were in a very 

few of them, an eager difputant would feize 
it, and maintain it againft; all objections, by 
fuch arguments as 1 have ftated above. 
Slut am ant y ipji Jibi fomnia jingunt . How 
'many divines at this day quote 1 John V. 

7. not only without hintiug any fctuple of 

their 




pofitive contradictions nor 

ments 




[ 


mo 
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their own, but without deigning to inform 
their readers that it has been called in quef- 

tion by others. It would be a labour of 
Hercules to enumerate all the inferior wri¬ 
ters who have acfed in this manner, and im- 
pofed upon the fimplicity of the unlearned. 
I (hall content myfelf with referring to a 

few, and they (hall be all bi Shops. Wake, 
Exposition of the Catechifm, p. 58. Secker, 

Lecture XIII. Pearson on the Creed, Art. 


VIII. p.323. Beveridge, Private Thoughts 

Huet, De 


Part 1. p. 27. II. p. 40, 4 
monftr. Evang. Prop. IX. Cap. 25, 82. 

Gastrell, Chriftian Institutes, p. 132. At- 
terbury, Vol. I. Serm. X. p. 266. Here 

are two archbifhops and five bifhops, who 

have all applied the very verfe in debate to 

prove the Trinity, without mentioning any 

argument a gain ft it, or producing any in its 

behalf. Yet none of them could be ignorant 


i 




of the fierce difputes to which it had given 
rife. Some of them (Huet and Pearfon) 
were profeffed critics, and ought not to have 
quoted it, without (hewing their own rea- 
fqns, or confuting their adverfarie 

had in his poffeflion five Greek MSS. that 

omitted 


Wake 








omitted the verfe, Pearfon had defended the 


vulgar reading of i Tim. III. 16. in the 

fame book, where he has quoted the hea¬ 
venly witnefles without any comment. An 

unlearned reader could not help concluding 
from this circumftance, that by defending 

one controverted reading, he thereby declared 
that none of his other quotations had ever 
been controverted ; according to that logical 

rule, of which you make fo judicious an ufe 
p. 302. Exceptio probat reguiam in non except 

But the four hundred bifhops dared 

not to urge in difpute a paftage that was ex¬ 
tant only in a few copies, when they xnuft be 
dete&ed and expofed by the Arians 
partly anfwered this objeftion 

that an efFeltual anfwer to it may be found 
in the couduftof the greater part of divines. 
So many of the defenders of the Trinity 

have employed this text in controverfy, that 
they appear to have thought it lawful to quote 
any paflage which Teemed to them genuine, 
without paying any attention to the objec¬ 
tions of others. Thus 
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have 


II 


I add 
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Wallis in his 


I 


j 


firlt letter ou the Trinity quotes our verfe as 

was not 


clear and decifive argument 


tiU 


Y 


I 


c 




till h is adverfary had disputed its authenticity', 
that hecondefcended to give his realbns(fuch 

as they are) in its defence. Thus Dr. Wells 

in his anfwer to Dr. Clarke adopted the verfe 

without mentioi/mg a fyllalvle of its doubtful 

character. Dr. Clarke replied that th'e verfe 
was fpnrious. Dr. Wells rejoined, that in 

his judgment Grabe had fufficiently proved 

it to be genuine in his notes on Bull’s Nicene 

Faith. Very lately, a Mr. Barnard has 

written fome letters to Dr. Prieftly, in which, 
he four times quotes this verfe, as one of his 

principal arguments, though he ought to 
have known that Dr. Prieftly had publickly 

reje&ed it, long before the publication of 

Mr. Barnard’s anfwer. A friend of yours, 
the author of a Vindication of the DoStrines and 
Liturgy of the Church of "England\ p. 3 2 

quotes Acts XX. 28. 1 Tim. III. i*6. with¬ 
out hinting that the MSS. vary, or that the 
common reading has ever been disputed. 
In the former quotation he prints the Words, 
his own blood , in Italics. And if the author 
of the Hints to the new Affbaation, whom this 
author confutes, had not exp redly tingled 

out 1 John V, 7, and declared it fptfrious. 
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Jie would have quoted that too with the fame 

modeftv, for it appears among his fcriptural 
proofs of the Pfeudo-Athanafian Verity, p. 
26. In ftiort, it is idle, fraudulent, contrary 
to reafon and to fa£t, to argue, that, becaufe 
a paflage is quoted in controvcrfy, it is 
therefore genuine and extant in all the copies. 

If the perfon deputed by the Catholics to 
draw up their common confeflion of faith, 

had found this paflage in a Angle MS. or 
even quoted by any other writer, and upon 

the flrength of fuch authority admitted it 
into his collection of fcriptural proofs, what 
would have been the event ? They would 
not have ftaid to form their judgment of the 
author from his compofltion, but have ad» 
jufted their opinion of the compofltion to 
their previous efteem for the author. If, 

for inftauce, the venerable Eugeni us was the 
compofer, not a bifhop prefent but would 
hav.e fuhfcribed heart and hand to anything 
that came from his pen. Like the organift 

Utrecht, * who flgned the articles of the 

Coat rat emonA rants, without reading them. 




Jqrtiv’s Six Diflenaiions, II. p. 106. 
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and being prefled to rend them at lea ft once, 

anfwercd, It is needlefs . 1 know wJl enough 

that you , Gentlemen , would not require me to do 

an ill thing. I am lure, chat if every indivi¬ 
dual bilhop of the four hundred, after a 

diligent perufal of this confeffion, could fub- 

feribe fincerely to every part of it, that is to 
fay, if he believed all the quotations apt, and 

all the reafonings juft, it would be an imper¬ 
ceptible extension of his faith, to believe one 
of the quotations genuine, though he had never 
heard of it before. And if fome member of 
the aflembly for a moment had given way 
to any untoward fuf pi cions, he would quickly 
reprefs them with Benedick’s argument*. 
1 Jhould think this a gull 9 but that the white - 
bearded fellow Jpecks It ; knavery cannot furely 

hide itfelf in fuch reverence . 

In the fourth century the controverfies about 
the Trinity were very warmly debated 9 and the 
orthodox haftily caught at every thing that 
they apprehended favourable to their caufe y and 
oftentimes made ufe of fuch texts to prove their 

doHrtne by 9 as were by no means proper for their 

* Much Ada about Nothing* 


purpofe 
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ferent confequences of the fame action. In 
defence of orthodoxy it is lawful to fet aftde 
the teftimony of the fathers. But let any 

doubt6 be hinted, in fuch a cafe as the pre- 
fent, concerning their good faith or cxadtnefs, 
heretic and infidel are names too foft for the 
offender. 

At vos l*rojugena vobis ignofchis, el qua 

Turpia cerdoni , Volefos Brulumque deccbunt. 

Were the Arians, upon reading this con- 
feflion of the orthodox, fo utterly bereft of 
all reflection, as to give up their caufe in 

defpair ? They muft have been aware of 
feveral of the texts which their adverfaries 

would produce. If this verfe was then re¬ 
ceived for genuine, they would be aware of 

that too, and provide feme anfwer, fufficient 
or infufficient. Would they be more dif- 
treffed with it, than with John X. 30. I and 
my Father are one ? Some of the modern di¬ 
vines declare that this verfe does not relate 

to the con fubft anti ality of the per fens. You 

yourfelf have not dared to affirm that it does. 

Had then none of the four hundred hilltops 
any objections to the ufe of fuch an argu¬ 
ment ? 
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meat? Go the other hand, was there no 

Arian that io far retained his lenfes as to 
combat the Catholic interpretation ? The 
utmftft inference that can be drawn from this 
confeffion is, that the three heavenly witnefles 
were in the copies of the ant hors, or in 

Eugenius’s copy, if he were the author. 
Nobody denies that they might poflioly creep 
into fome copies of that time, particularly in 
Africa, where Cyprian and Augufline were 

constantly read. But to fuppole that they 

were in all the copies that all thefe bifhops 

had feen or poflefled, becaufe they are in their 
confefiion of faith, is to aflume two things 

7 O 

equally in confident with reafon and expe¬ 
rience, that the MSS. of the N. T. never 


varied in that age, and that no dilputants of 


any age quote any pall ages except fuch as are 

in all the copies, and acknowledged 


extant 


by all parties 


But Cyril a and his confederate Arians 
made no obje&ion to this verfe. 

find that they made any objection to any other 

quotation or argument of the Catholics 

defire to know, whether this treatile was lo 

vigorous a defence of orthodoxy, that none 

Y 4 




I c.in not 
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of the heretics could fay a word in anfwer 
to it. If they made any anfwer, ViCtor has 
given us a partial and fraudulent account of 

the tranfaCtion. If they difputed at all, they 
might then object to the genumenefs of the 
new-quoted verfe, as well as to any other 
part of the confeflian. If the difpute never 
took place, the Catholics were in no danger 
of detection, and might fafely quote what 

they liked for fcripture. 

If fuch a confeflion had been really prer 
fen ted and read; if Cyrila and his accom¬ 
plices had propofed their objections in detail; 

if amongft thefe objections there had been 
a particular anfwer to this capital text, en¬ 
deavouring to divert its force, and explain it 
away, but no fuggeftions tending to. under¬ 
mine its authenticity; if the Catholics had 
then refumed the difpute, reinforced their 
arguments with frelh aid, and at laft fet their 
own caufe in lb .fair and Jlrong alight, that 
none but the ignorant or obftinate could with- 
Hand its evidence; the cataftrophe of the 
drama would have been natural enough, nor 
would it furprife us to find that Cyrila at¬ 
tempted to convert by force thofe whom he 

could 
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could not fubdue by argument. But Viftor’s 

narration, which leaves us to fuppofe that 
nothing at all was (aid by the heretics, car¬ 
ries in itfelf the plaineft marks of fiftion. 

When the day appointed for deputation 

came, the Catholics chofe ten of their num¬ 
ber to anfwer for all. Cyrila was feated on 

a luperb throne. To this elevation the Ca¬ 
tholics obje&ed, and alked, Who fhoukl be 
the umpire and examiner ? The king’s notary 

anfwered, the Patriarch Cyrila. Let us know, 

faid they, by what authority Cyrila takes that 
name. Whereupon the adverfaries, railing a 
tumult, began to calumniate, And becaule 
the orthodox defired that, if an examination 
was not allowed, the prudent multitude 
at leaft might wait, all the fons of the C 
thplic church who were prefent are ordered 

to be beaten with an hundred cudgels. Eu- 
genius exclaims againft: this treatment, and 
appeals to heaven. Then the orthodox turned 
to Cyrila, and faid, Propofe your fentiments. 

Cyrila faid, I know no Latin. The Catholic 

bifliops anfwered, We know that you have 

i “ 

always fpoken Latin ; you ought riot to refute 

ppw; efpecially as you have kindled this 

flame. 


ii 
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flame. But he feeing that they were better 

prepared for the conflict, declined an audience 

with various pretences. Which they fore- 


feeing, had written a decent and fufficient 
confeflipn of their faith. 14 [Here follows the 

When this our book was 


eonfeflion.] 

read, they could not bear the light of truth 
with their blind eyes, taking it very ill that 
vve called ourfelves Catholics. And imme* 




diately they told lies to the king, that we 

had raifed a tumult and avoided the confe- 

Then follows an edidt of Hunneric 


»» 


lence. 

o gain if the Homoii fians, which charges them, 
with endeavouring to delay the conference, 

to excite the people to fedition, and to difturb 
every thing with their clamours, that the 
dilpute might not take place. 

I appeal to the r.eader, whether this ftory 
be not improbable in all its circumftnnces. 
Firft, when the Catholics find fault with 
Cyrila for exalting himlelf to a kind of throne, 
he orders them to be beaten with an hundred 


But upon Eugenius’s uttering a 

we hear no more pf the 

cudgelling, and the difpute is refumed. They 

delire Cyrila to begin 


cudgels 

ihort ejaculation 


Je excufes himfelf. 


by 
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by pleading ignorance of Latin. They give 
him the lie, and tell Him they can prove that 
he has always fpoken Latin. This might 
feem a fuflicient provocation to Cyrila’s fiery 
temper to repeat his orders about the cudgel* 
ling. But he only fceks for cavils and pre¬ 
tences to decline the conflict. How he muft 
have flared, when they pulled out a confef* 
fion of faith, which, with proper manage¬ 
ment, would laft a modern divine three Sun* 

days! For I prefume he would have taken 
fome meafures to hinder it from being read, 

if he had not been ftupified by aftonifhment. 

The Catholics read their confeflion audibly 

and diftindtly 

tics have not one word to fay for themfelves, 
good or bad; they therefore diffolve the a£ 
fembly, and by telling lies to the king per- 
fuade him to perfecute the orthodox. 

As far as I can judge by comparing Vi£tor*< 
narrative with Hunneric's edict, the account 
given in the edi£t is partly true. The Ca¬ 
tholics were willing to put off the conference 
and prolong their flay, in order to make con¬ 
verts from the Arian do&rine. This Hun- 

ncric cop fide red as a violation of the terms 

upon 


when it is finifhed, the here 
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Upon which he had granted them a fafe con¬ 
duct. In confluence* of this charge, the 

Catholics were imprifoned, banifhed, doomed 

to hard labour, tortured, and executed, 
make no objection to thefe wholefome {evert 

ties on the fcore of cruelty. For if heretics 
had been thus ferved, and Hunneric’s faith 
were pure, the regimen would have been ex¬ 
ceedingly mild and proper. But being an 
heretic himfelf, I cannot help thinking that 
he carried matters a little too far. Hovvever 

it appears, from Victor’s own ftory, from the 

accufations of delay and tumult which each 

party brought againfl: the other, that they 
never came to a Formal conference, and that 

liich a confeffion was neither read nor pre¬ 
fen ted. 

Again, if the confeffion had been prefented 

to Cyrila, and attentively read by him, are 

you fure that it then contained this quotation ? 
Does an author, when he repub)iffies a work, 
never Blot out y correct^ infert y refine , Enlarge , 
diminijh) interline ? Are the fpeeches publifhed 
for the genuine lpeeches of our fenators never 
increafed or embellifhed in paffing through 
the prefs ? Did Cicero give every oration of 
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his to the public exactly as he delivered it at 
the bar or in the fenate ? When I can bring 

myfelf to believe that Thucydides and Livy 
copied the exadt words of their heroes, then 
will I believe that Vidtor has given the pre- 

cile confeffion of faith that put Cyrila and 

his impious crew into fuch confufion. But 

you lay, p. 53, 113. that “ Vigor’s narrative 
mu ft be circumfpedt and accurate, becaufe 
it was written in the face of exafperated ene¬ 
mies, while Arianifm fat triumphant on the 
throne/* Vidlor’s hiftory was not written till 
three years after the perfecution. Hunneric was 
long fince dead. His fucceflor was not fo vio¬ 
lent a perfecutor; and, if he was, Vidlor was 
now at Conftantinople, where he wrote, free 
from all fears of being either contradi&ed or 
perfecuted. If no Arian anfwer to Vidtor's 


narrative appeared, which it is impofiible to 
tell, we muft confider that iu all probability 
his hiftory was long in travelling to the Arian 
diocefes. It was written at a great diftance 

from the fcenc of adtion, for the edification 

of the faithful, not for the confutation of 
heretics. In thofe days books were lefs e a lily 

procured. 




lefs generally read, than in our 


time. 
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time. They were flparately tranferibed, and 

diffufed with infinite flownefs in comparifon 
of the prefent rapid and extenfive circulation. 

If I were difpofed to make a romance, in 
imitation of Victor, I Aiould fay, that when the 
Arians came to this text of the three heavenly 

witnefies quoted in the confefiion, they de¬ 
manded in what part of St.John’s works they 

Were extant, and, upon detecting the fraud, 
broke off the conference. That this facrilegc 

of the Catholics was mentioned as a reaton for 
increafiug the feverity of their punifhment. 
But you may afk me why I call Vigor’s 

hiflory a romance. It delerves that title for 

the miracles which he has fluffed into it, of 

which I (hall give an abridgement 
Arians tormented fome Catholics who never- 

thelefs were always recovered by the next 

day, and no traces of their wounds left. A 
virgin was faflened to a pile of wood, but 

on a fudden the wood rotted and fell to pieces. 
(So the keeper told Victor, and confirmed it 

with an oath.) Bifhop Fa u flu a like wife told 

Victor that he had feen a blind woman recover 

■ 

her fight. When Arbogaftes*6 forehead was 
bound with cords, he broke theda like cob¬ 
webs 


The 
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webs by looking up to heaven. They then 

brought ftronger, which he buffi: only by 
invoking the name of Chrift. And though 
he hung upon bne foot, with his head down¬ 
wards, he feemted to deep on the foftcft bed* 
When his friend Felix buried him in a lonely 
placej according to his requeft, upon digging 
up the earth, he found a larcophagus of the 
fin eft marble-, fitch as perhaps no king ever had* 

Hunneric fent fome of the confeflTors to reap 

■ 

in the hot wither, at tJtica. One of them 

fexcufed himfelf, becaufe he had a withered 

hand; but when he came to the place, be- 

■ 

hold a miracle! his hand was reftored to its 
ftrength, and did him yeoman’s fervice. 
They who were banifhed into defarts full of 
fcorpions and venomous animals, which for¬ 
merly deftroyed every paflenger, all efcaped 
alive and unhurt* Eugeni us reftored a blind 
man to fight. A matron rightly called Vic*- 
toria, after her fhoulders were difiocated, and 
Ihe was thought dead by the tormentors, 
was fudd^nly healed by a virgin, who flood 
by her and touched her limbs. Antbny find*- 
ing Eugenius in a pally, forced the fharpeft 
vinegar down his mouth, which increafed 


his 
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his difeafe, but Chrift reftored him to health* 
Mr. Gibbon has related the miracle of the 
confefiors who {poke after their tongues were 
cut out, fermones politos fine ulla offenjione locuti, 

is fo copious in his relation, and fo anxious 
in amafling authorities for it, that it feems 
a 1 mo ft to perfuade him to be an Homoiiiian. 
I cannot think this fuch a ftupendous miracle 

fome would reprefent it* Did not St* Ro- 
manus, after his tongue was cut out ** make 

an elegant oration ? A cafe in point* Befides, 
this miracle is lame and imperfect; for fince 

their right hands alfo were cut off, to make 
the wonder complete, they ought to have ufed 
their maimed arm as dextroufly as if an hand 

and fingers ftill belonged to it, fermones politos 

fine ulla offenjione fcribcntes . I cannot recoiled: 

any defender of i John V. 7. except Kettner, 

who urges this miracle in behalf of the text. 
Even Martin, who defends moft things, is 

half aihamed of it, and contents himielf 

with faying, that Vidor’s eafy belief of mi¬ 
racles is no impeachment of his veracity in 
quoting fcripture. But the two circumftances 




Prudentius, Perifteph, X. 928. 
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they had good authority for the auertiort. 
Though a common book was quoted, a book 

written iri a language familiar to every pre¬ 
tender to learning, none even of thofe who 

adopted the ftory from Feuardent thought it 

worth while to verify his quotation. But, 
in truth, it is much eafier and pleafanter to 
go on believing every thing that we hear or 
read, than to undergo the labour of enquiry 
or the pain of fufpence. 

Our next queftion is, Who was the author 

of this confeflion ? From Victor’s account 
we might guefs it to be the joint manufac¬ 
ture of the four bifhops who are fa id to have 

prefented it. Gennadi us gives Eugeni us the 

whole honour of the compofition. Some 

(moderns, I believe) call Victor himfclf the 

author. Bengelius aferibes it to Vigilius Tap- 
fen fis (i. e. the author of the books de 'Tri¬ 
nit ate). My own opinion is, that it was 

written by that author (whoever he be), and 

publifhed under the name of Eugenius. This 
folution comprehends both Gennadius’s afl'er- 

tion and Bengelius’s conjecture. Victor find- 

book upon the fubjeCt ready to his hand, 

name of a venerable confefior pre¬ 
fixed. 


ing a 

with the 
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fixed, would take it for genuine without far¬ 
ther enquiry, and efteem it the principal 
ornament of his hiftory. But if any perfon 
thinks it more probable that Victor himfelf 
wrote the creed, to fhcw that he was no lefs 
able a divine than hiftorian, I fhall not difpute 

about fo fmall a matter. 

The books contra Farhnadum and dc ^rim- 
late have been commonly attributed toVigi- 

lius Tapfenfis fince Chifflet’s edition. But 
Vigilius, in his deputation againft Anus, 

never refers to the latter. And though he 
produces a long quotation from his own book 
againft Varimadus, not a fyllable of it can 
now be found in the treatife that bears the 

falfe title of Idacius Clarus. Nor is there 
any appearance that this treatife is mutilated. 
In fhort, Vigilius’s claims to cither of thefe 

publications are only fupported by fome weak 
and gratuitous conjectures of Chifflet*. This 

i 

was what I meant, when I gave you leave to 
make two diftinCt authorities of thefe two 

treatifes. But though this gracious per mi f- 


Vigill'i Tapfenfis Vindlcis, p, 64—68. 
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(Ion of mine ffeems at firft fight to turn againft 

I had, I own, a malicious intention of 
employing it to my own advantage. Jerome, 
fay the heretics, would have quoted i JohnV. 7. 
in fome of his genuine works, if the prologue 
were his. No, snftvers Martin ; for Vigilius, 

who fo often ufes this verfe in his books de 
*Trirritate and contra Varimadum, never men¬ 
tions it in the conference of Atlianafius and 
Alius, nor in his treatife again ft Eutvches, 

in which it was fcarce to be conceived he could 
pofflbly have omitted it . (Examen. ch. 4.) But 

this obje&ion falls, if we reply that the au¬ 
thors of the Alter cat io, the treatifes de Trim- 

r 

fate and contra Varimadum , have nothing in 
common, but the aftiimption of a falle title. 
I will allow,- if you infift upon it, that the 

difputed verfe had by this time crept into a 

few copies. Now, as the copies which con¬ 
tain more text, and are more orthodox, gene- 
ally are preferred to the reft, it was natural 

that their readings fliould be taken for genuine, 
and produced againft the heretics. Some of 

the ancient Greek writers, in explaining the 
doxology, tack a new claufe to it: For thine 
u the kingdom , and the power , and the glory , 


me 
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the Father, and the Son, and the 

Holy Ghost. This is the reading too of 

i _ 

an excellent MS. in the Vatican, Urb. 2. and 
another at Vienna, Koll. 9. And I hope, at 
the next revifion of our tranflation, this verfe 

will be cor refled fecundum ortbodoxam fide in. 

For omiftions are no argument againft pofitive 

teftimony; and here we have the pofitive 

teftimony of twice as many Greek MSS, as 
retain our reading of 1 John III. 16. Let 

us proceed to the author de Trinitate . He 

five times quotes the verfe, if we may trufl 
fome of the editions. I fay, if we may truft 
the editions; becaufe the quotation at the end 
of the firft book, and another in the fifth, 
are neither in the old Paris nor Cologne edi¬ 
tions. And whoever will carefully perufe the 

context, will perceive, that in both places the 

fcnfe is much better conne&ed, if we adopt 
the fhorter reading, and the parts that were 
before feparated dole without leaving a Icar. 
The fame hand without doubt interpolated 
both thepaflages, as appears from the phrafe 
with which he introduces them. I. Jam 
audifh fuperius Evangeliftam Joannem in epiflola 
fua iam abfolute teflantem , Y- Si cut Joannes 

Evan - 
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Evangelijla in epijlola Jua tam abfohite tejlatur. 
In the tenth book too I am almoft afraid that 

fome malicious hand has been tampering; 
for the words of the firft book are exactly 
repeated, In Cbrijlo Jeftt mum funt , non tamen 
turns ejl^ quia- non ejl eorum urn perfona . How¬ 
ever, I fhall not infill upon this point, but 
allow both to be genuine, if you defire it. 
I (hall only object, that the author has been 
inaccurate (to ufe no harfher word), and by 

lubftituting in Chrijlo Jefu unum funt for ires 
unum funty has given reafonable caufe for 

i 

fufpicion. Perhaps, Sir, you may alk, why 

I think the pafi'ages above-mentioned lpurious. 
Firfl:, for the reafop already given, that in 
fuch pa ft ages additions are much more fre¬ 
quent than omillions ; feeondIv, becaule the 

following fubfeription is added at the end of 

the eighth book .in two MSS. one of w hich 

I have feen. I have tranferibed thefe eight 
booh , which contain many things added and 

altered. I Ihould think it an affront to my 

reader’s underftanding to lay another word 
on the fubje£t. 

I did expert that Martin would have ap¬ 
plied another quotation from Vigilius to his 

areu- 
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argument. Slut faciendum decernunt (nomine m) 

tres sun.t, Pater, et Filius, et Spiritus 
Sanctus; sed hi tres unus est. (Martin 
tranflates, thefe three are one. Exam. c. 4.) 
I think this would make as good a figure as 
many of your witnefles. I only mention it 
to fhew how eafily men writing upon the 
Trinity may drop expreflions, which a warm 
imagination might eafily miftake for a refe¬ 
rence to the verfeof St. John. 

I have already. Letter VI. p. 156. quoted 
i John V. 8, 7. as they are read in the trea- 
tife againd Varimadus, I. 5. If a citation fo 

manifeftly fraudulent can be of any fervice, 
you are heartily welcome to it. For my 
own part, I think it argument enough againft 
a fufpedted text, that they who make moft 
ufe of it cannot agree in the reading. How¬ 
ever, being willing to vindicate this author, 
I mull declare, that I believe this quotation 
not to have come from his hand. Fird, I 
oblerve that the whole chanter confids of 

4 * 

quotations to prove the unity of the Soil 
with the Father. This is the only quotation 
that he brings from the epiftle,' though he 

brings eight from the gofpel. And fmee the 

objec- 
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objection, which he profeues to anfwer, was 

taken from the gofpel, he feems to have 
made a point of confidence not to depart 

from the gofpel in his anfwer. If it be ob¬ 
jected, that he might quote this paflage as 
an argument a fortiori , I anfwer, that he 
would then probably have ufed fuch a preface 
as he ufes in his fecond chapter, entitled. 


De unitate Pairh et Filii. Quoting Eph. IV. 

he thus introduces it: 


Et unitatem Patris 


(( 


et Filii et Spirit us SanCti demonjlrans” 

Secondly, the firft chapter of the firft book 
coutains tiie pofitive proofs pf the Trinity in 
Unity. Thefe proofs are twenty-two in num¬ 
ber, among which are Matth. XXVIII. 19. 
Rom. XI. 35. 2 Cor. XIJI. 13. But of the 

three heavenly witnefies a deep filence. Sure- 
ly, if he had forgotten them when he wrote 

his firft chapter, and afterwards recollected 

them in the fifth, he would not have grudged 
turning back a few pages to infert them in a 
more proper place. 

Thirdly, his laft book is a collection of 

pafi'ages from feripture, where the fame things 
are predicated of all the perfons of the Trinity. 

The fixty-fifth chapter is entitled, Dc com- 

muni 


[ 345 ] 


muni tejlifieatione , which he proves from Pfalm 

XVIII. 8. i Tim. VI. 13. Rom. VIII. 16. 

But how much more pat would this verfe 
have been, if he had known of it ? If fuch 
a verfe exifted, he muft have known of it, 

for in this very book he quotes the fixth, 
the tenth, the twelfth, and twentieth verier 
of the fame fifth chapter. 

I therefore make no doubt but that the 
heavenly and earthly witnefles were inferted 
in this treatife by that religious foul who 
forged the decretal epiftle of Hyginus*, This 
forger has taken all the quotations preceding 
1 John V. 8, 7. (except one) from our au¬ 
thor, preferving the fame order. But in 
Teturn for the loan of fo many quotations, 
he paid him with this text, which fhews his 
fcrupulous honefty. The fame quotations 
may alfo be found in the decretal epiftle of 
Pope John+. But in Pope John the prefent 
reading of the eighth and feventh verfes is 
reftored. As I (hall be glad to make fome 


* Harduin. Concil. tom. I. p. 94. This Hyginus 

1 

fcems to have given Mr, Cap ell Lojji (Animadv. on Dr. 
Knowles) much trouble. 

t Harduin. Concil. tom. II. p. 1154* 


amends 
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amends to my author for having robbed him 
of fo much text, and as nothing is fo plea- 

■ i 

fant to a critic as correcting a clafTic, I fhall 
add, that in he ad of me vidlt , vidit et Pa¬ 
trem , ought to be read, on the authority of 
Hyginus, £%ui me tidily vidit et Patrem ; et 

iterum , %ui me odlt , odit et Patrem 
omihion was caufed by the limilar termina¬ 
tions. I fuppofe I need make no apologies 
to Pfeudo-Hyginus. Whoever would forge 

a whole treatife, would hardly hick at the 

i 

addition of a (ingle fentence. Martin, in the 

fimplicity of his heart, quotes Hyginus and 
John for good authorities. I know, fays he, 
that their epiftles are fpurious, but they prove 

what was the reading of their times. I know 

too that the authority of forgers can never 
fupport a doubtful reading, unlefs it be their 
intereft rather to rejeCt than adopt it. How¬ 
ever, I allow that they prove fuch a reading 
to have exifted in their times, that is, in the 
eighth century. Nor am I quite fure that 
the author of Pope John’s epiftle did not 
compofe the prologue attributed to Jerome. 

I perceive that you, Sir, have not appealed to 

thefe illuftrious witnefles, Hyginus and John. 


The 


If 
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If this was the effctt of dehgn, I commend 

■ 

d 

your prudence . 

Of Fulgentius I have already fpoken in 
part. If you objeft that, though he refers 
to Cyprian in one place, which may feem to 

hint that the flate of MSS. made fuch a 

■ 

reference necefiary, in another pnflage he 
quotes i John V. 7. without fufpicion, I an- 
fwer, that this will not prove that Fulgentius 
had better authority in one in fiance than in 

the other. I remember that Mr. Jones, in 

his FulUlnfwer (0 anEjfay on Spirit , Pref. p. xix, 
quotes 1 John V. 7. without fufpicion, and 

from that and John X. 30. charges the au- 

■ 

thor whom he is anlwering with blafphemy. 
Should we not think that for fuch a purpofc 
none but certain and acknowledged texts 

O 

would be quoted ? Yet the fame gentleman, 
in his Catholic Doctrine of the ^trinity , cb. III. 

§. 10. confefles that there has been much 
difpute concerning this text, and adds his 
own reaions for believing it genuine. The 
fame anfwer will ferve for the other quota¬ 
tions, if they belong to Fulgentius; if not, 

the anonymous author would borrow them 

fro m 
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from Fulgentius, the reigning polemic of the 

day. 


Caffiodorus in the fixth century wrote his 
ComplexioneSf a lort of abridgement of the 

Afts, Epillles, and Apocalypfe. Thefe Com - 

plexiones were found by Maffei in the library 

of Verona, and by him publifhed at Florence 

in 1721, and by Chandler at London in 1722, 

Chandler, Pref. p. ix. after obferving that the 
contcfted verfe was in fome Latin copies at 

leaft of the fixth century, in the next page 

grows diffident, and fays, that it is uncertain 
whether Cafliodorus has given us the very 

words of the apoftle, or only his own inter¬ 
pretation. This fcepticifin provoked the gen^ 
tie Maffei to treat Chandler very roughly in 
his IJioria Diplomat ica and his Opufcoli Eccleji- 
fijiici. Let us therefore examine the words 

of Cafliodorus in a literal tranflation, Who ■* 

foever believeth that Jefus is the Chrifi, is horn 
of God , &c. He who believes Jelus to be 
God, is born of God the Father; he without 
doubt is faithful, and he who loves the Fa¬ 
ther, loves alfo the Chrift who is bom of 

him. Now we lo love him, when we keep 


his 
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his commandments, which to juft minds are 
not heavy; but they rather overcome the 

r 

world, when they believe in him who created 
the world. To which thing witnefs oil earth 
three myfteries, the water, the blood, and 
the fpirit, which were fulfilled, we read, in 
the pafllon of the Lord; but in heaven the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit; and 

THESE THREE IS ONE GoD. 

It is incumbent upon them who are pofitive 

that Cafliodorus had the heavenly witnefles 

in his copy, to tell us under what form they 
appeared, This verfe has the misfortune to 
be always changing lhapes. But it is all one 
to the defenders. So it be in the text, they 
care not. I would gladly learn, however, 
whether Caffiodorus found the eighth verfe 
before the feventh ; whether he found the 
earthly witnelles in the fame order that he 

has followed; whether his 

inftead of Verbum ; whether ires funt in ccelo 
inftead of ires funt qui t eft imon turn dant /. c 

whether it omitted the final chufe of the 


1 ) 


had Filins 


copy 


* % 


eighth verfe ; and, laftly, whether its reading 

was 


hi ires unurn funt , or hi ires unus eft Devs . 

Be aflured, Sir, that thefe qudlians muft re¬ 


ceive 
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ceive a fati5factory anlwer, before Caffiodorus s 
teftimony will avail you. Where fome of 
the ancient MSS. totally omit a pafiage, the 
change of its fituation, and the variety of its 
readings, in others, always render it fufpi- 

cious, and often demonftrate it to be fpurious# 
Martin himfelf was aware of this; for in his 
Verite, p. 62. having occafion to mention 

the author againft Varimadus, he quotes the 
eighth verfe no farther than to the words in 

terra , and fmotbers the reft with an etcetera . 

Omni5 qui credit quoniam Jefus eji Chriftus , 
&c. fays St.John. £%ui Deum Jefum credit , 

fays Caffiodorus. If from this interpretation 

Deus had crept into the Latin copies, with 
what pious wrath and obftinacy would it have 
been defended ! We fhould be told of Caffio- 

dorus’s diligent ftudy of the feriptures; his 
tafte and nicety 111 choofing the beft readings ; 

his painful collation of Greek MSS. and I 
know not what. Soon after, Caffiodorus adds, 

quando in ilium credunt, qui condidit 

mund^iTi.” Where are the laft words ? Not 
in our prefent copies, but in that accurate 
collator’s Greek MSS. Let us then read in 
our prefent firft verfe, Whofoever believeth that 

Jefus 
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Jefus is God, and in the fifth. 111 jo cotiquereth 

the world, but he 'who belkvcth in him who cre¬ 
ated the world? A choice voucher for a doubt¬ 
ful text! What you fay of Greek MSS. 

amounts to noth in Caftiodorus does not 

W 

play the critic in his Cample.xiones, and conse¬ 
quently there was no need of his Greek 
learning. Or fuppofe that he iomctimes fol¬ 
lowed the Greek, if one clear proof can be 
produced, that ever he followed the Latin in 

oppofition to the Greek, this plea is of no 

weight. (See i Pet. III. 2 

On a diligent examination of the Com - 
flex tones, I am perfuaded that C allied orus 
found no more than thefe words in his copy, 
T'res funt qui teftficantur, aqua , et fanguis , et 
fpiritus, et hi ires unuin funt . That he gave 

his own, or rather Eucherius’s interpretation 

of thefe words, and applied them to the Tri¬ 
nity. Why elfe fhould he ufe the emphatic 
word myfieria , unlefs he intended to make 
fome myftical application ? Since he inter¬ 
prets fpiritus of the human breath, what myf- 
tcry, what hidden fenfe, do thefe three words 

contain of themfelves ? But let us fuppofe 
that he underflood the paflage in this manner: 

Which 


•) 
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Which IS WITNESSED BY THREE THINGS Otl 

earth , the water, blood, and spirit. 
ffhefe were vijibly fulfilled in the paffion of our 

Lord 9 but they are myjleries which fpiritually 
reprefent the Father, Son , and Holy Ghofi , in 
heaven , of whom it may be truly faid , these 

three are one, that is , one God 1 This rea- 

fon will account for his keeping back the 
claufe, hi tres mum funt , and confining it to 

its nobler fenfe. This will alfo account for 

■ 

■ 

his arranging the witneffes in the fame order 
with Eucherius, fo that the water may an- 
fwer to the Father, the blood to the Son, and. 
the Spirit remain injlatu quo. Nor is it ft range 
that Eucherius’s works, and consequently this 
interpretation, fhould vifit Ravenna in the 

intermediate hundred and forty years that 

palled between the publication of the § uafii - 
ones and Complexities. But perhaps you will 
like Cafliodorus’s ow wpofitive teflimony better 
than my prefumption. Well, Sir, I will pleafe 

you if I can. In the tenth chapter of his 
Divine Lett tones y the title of which is De 

Modis Intelligent^, he exprefsly fays that he 
has collected Eucherius’s works. And fince 
he collected them for the fake of their expla¬ 
nations 
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naljons of fcripture, he would probably adopt 

this allegory among other profitable remarks. 

Cafliodorus thus explains i John IT. 15, 14. 
I write toyou , becaufe ye have overcome the devil, 

and have known . God the Father and the Son and 


the Holy Ghoft . Can we fuppofe that Caflic- 
doru6 would thus interpret the (ingle word 

God? No, he fouud it in his Latin MSS* 


and not only in his Latin, but his Greek 


and his Greek cannot be (uppoled later than 

the apoftolic age. Let us therefore re (lore- 
on the uncorrupt faith of Cafliodorus and his 

Greek MSS. the true reading; rpv'pto vp 

7Tcti diet 




V 




<t 


tyvtoV.ot.Tt 8tov tov 'jrujspa 

There are feveral other 


\ 


\ 


j cat tov mov 


OTi 




\ 


\ 
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places in the N, T* where the true reading 
has been hitherto (hamefully negledlcd. 

Matth.VI, 13. has been already mentioned. 

John XVIII. 32. two MSS. in Wetftehrs 

lift have preferved the true reading, *fhat the 
•word of God might be fulfilled , which he fpake , 
fignifying by what death he Jhould die . 

John XIX. 40. the Alexandrian MS. reads 

the body of God , which is no lels true and cer 

tain, than the blood of God, A£ts XX. 28. 




Acts 


A a 
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A&sXIII. 41 i a MS- of New-college, ux« 

ford, rightly adds, that God is crucified 9 and 


dies 


1 Cor. V. 7. Cbrifi God our pa]}over was fa - 

crificed for us'. So it ought to be read from 

flippolytus, a MS. collated by Mr. Matthsei 

and a MS. of Chryfbftome, and the Laterart 
council, as I learn from Wetftein, on A&s 

XX. 2S. 

2 TheflT. II. 16. a MS. collated by Zacagni 
p refer ves the true reading; Now our Lord and 

God Jcfus Chrijl himfelf &c. From thefe ex- 

■ 

amples, I hope, it will appear, how falfely 
that infamous villain Erafmus afferted that 
CThrift is {eldom called God in the N. 

But we need go no farther than our own 
fifth chapter of St.John, to (hew how the 

text lias been'mutilated. The genuine read¬ 
ing of the twentieth verfe is this: And we 

know that theSon of God is come f and was in¬ 
carnate for ourfake> andfuffered , and rofe front 
the dead, and took its up \, and hath given us an 

imderfianding , dec. The words between brack- 

(or fomething like them) are quoted by 
Hilary, by Fauftinus, and the author againft 

V arimadus. They are alfo in the Toledo MS. 

collated 




cts 
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collated by Blanch ini, and in three others 

that I myfelf have feen. Another ftiameful 
mutilation of this chapter will occur pre- 
fen tly. 

From Cadiodorus we jump two centuries 

to come to your next author, Ambrofe Auth- 
pert, or Anfbert, or Autpert (as I niid him 

called in a MS,), who, in his Commentary 
on the Apocalypfe, twice quotes the heavenly 
witnefies. Nobody denies that fome Latin 
copies had this verfe in the eighth century. 
It is then that we fuppofe it to have crawled 
into notice upon the flrength of Pfeudo-Je¬ 
rome’s recommendation. Autpert alfo quotes 
the tenth verfe with a confiderable various 

And this is the witnefs of God 


reading 

that he hath tefeified of his Son, [whom he 
hath fent a faviour upon earth*]. 

addition 1 lhould not hefitate to reftore to the 






This 


text, unlcfs thole illultrious defenders of the 

faith, 

Echerius and Beatus, fupplied me with fome- 
thing better. For thus they quote a part of 


I am obliged to tTuil to memory 


I C 


i Job^ 


A a 


A 
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Jolm V. Sura tres funt qui tejlimonium dant 
f err is, aqua, fang uis , ct caro, et tria here 
unum funt , et ires funt qui tejlimonium dant in 
coda. Paler, Fer bum , et Spirit us, et here tria 

unum funt in Christo Jesi/. Si tejlimonium 

■ 

hominum accipimus , tejlimonium Dei majus ejl ; 
et hoc ejl tejlimonium Dei , quod tejlificalus ejl de 
JFilio fuo , [quern mijii Jalvatorem fuper ter ram, 

et Pi Hus tejlimonium perbibuit inter feripturas pr&- 

feiens , et nos tejlimonium perhibemtis , quoniam 
vide mu s eum et annunciamus vobis, ut credaiis. 

r 

Et ideo\ qui credit , &cc. What a dainty mor- 
fel of i'cripture had the heretics cut away, 
becaufe, I fuppofe, it was meat too ftrong for 
their fickly ftomachs. Let it be immediately 

restored to the rank from which it has been 
fo long and fo unjuftly degraded. 

however, let us wafh off a little dirt which 

■ ■ 

it has contra&ed during its difgraCe, that it 
may be fit to fee company. Inter feripturas 

prrficicns is neither Latin nor fenfe. To the 

immortal honour of true criticifm, I retrieved 
the genuine reading by conjefture, in terra 
feriptura^ perfeiens, which I afterwards found 

confirmed by the Toledo MS. of the Vulgate, 


m 


Firtf 


of 
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of which’Blanch ini has inferted a collation 


in his Vi'ndicite Veter is Vulgotcc 

Walafrid Strabo” (rather Strabus) 








au 




thor of the Glqfla Or dinaria 9 comments upon 
this verfe 


Since we allow this verfe to 




have been in fame copies of the eighth ceil- 

■ 

turv, we fuppofe it to be in more of the 

ninth. Walafrid might therefore comment 
upon it, efrecially as his fcruples, if he had 
any, would be filenced or fatisfied by the 

fictitious Prologue. You believe that Wala- 
frid confulted Greek MSS. and Greek MSS 
too as old as the fifth century, becaufe lie 
fays, that wherever the vulgar text of the 

OldTeftament was faulty, the Hebrew MSS. 

ought to be confulted; wherever of the New 
the Greek. I could prove many of the moft 

illiterate pcafants to be proficients in Qreel 
by the fame rule, for they would tell you 
that where the tranflafipn is wrong or ob.- 
feure, the originals ought to be examined. 
But if this argument proves Walafrid to have 
Collated Greek MSS* to the N.T. it proves 










Sec both the Quotations in IVetjlt'm , torn. II. p. 725 


H 








/ 


him 
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him equally to have collated Hebrew MSS* 

to the Old. Firft, therefore, fhew that Wa- 
lafrid underftood Greek and Hebrew. Next 
produce a competent number of examples, 
where Walafrid compares the various readings 

of the Latin, Greek, and Hebrew MSS. and 

fits in judgement on their merits. You lay, 
p.324. “ Walafrid directs his readers, in all 
cafes of difficulty, to refort to the Greek co¬ 
pies, which Implies that to be his conftant 

practice.” Admirable ! Theodore Beza wifhes 
that editors would publilh all the various 

readings of their MSS.* which implies that 

he has fupprefled none of his own. Mr. 
Travis is very bitter againft fophiftry, unfair 
quotation, fraud, and forgery, which implies 

that he himfelf is perfectly free from all 

4 

fuch peccadilloes. Many thoufands of divines 

once a week (or oftener) teach the doctrines 
of religion and the duties of morality, which 
implies their lied faff belief of the one, and 
their conftant practice of the other. 

Your inference from Walafrid’s advice is 

■ 

caught up by your friend above quoted. 


* Wet stein, rroleg. p. 148 


p. 322 
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This Ordo was compofed about the year 730* 

Allowing therefore that it contained this verfe, 

it would prove little. But Durandus, by 
quoting the verie from the Ordo Rotnanus of 

his time, will not prove that it was extant 
there from the firft compilation. None of 
the adverfarles deny ((o far as I know) that 

it had been in quiet poll’cflion of almoft all 

the MSS. from the year 1000. The altera¬ 


tions of the liturgy would keep pace with the 

improvements made in the other copies, and 

fometimes outrun them 


Or, if they did 

not, the heads of the church would perhaps 

have fent an order to this effe£l* : Scribaiur 


in texiu joannts RpiJlol<z ubt dtcjl, Tres sunt 

QVI TESTIMONIUM, &C. 


The deference,’* fay you 


yielded to 

the known learning and integrity of the La- 

teran council, caufed its decrees, in matters 






even of a lecular nature, to be received as 

law, not only in England,” &c. Though 
this proves nothing in favour of the verfe, it 

proves two other points. That the clergy 
then exercifed dominion over the rights of 


* See Letter IX. p. 229 


mankind 
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mankind, and that able tithe-lawyers often 

make lorry critics. Which I defire feme certain 
gentlemen of my acquaintance to lay up in their 

hearts as a very feafonable innuendo . 

To your lift of Latin witnefles you ought 

to have added three more, which Maffei found 
in the library of Verona. The firft is a dia¬ 
logue, not nnich differing from that which 
is publifhed in Athanafuis-’s works; the fe- 
cond, Athanafiu$ ? $ commentary on-the creed; 
the third, a book de divmis officiis y which cou¬ 
ples Matth. XXVIII, 19 

the commentary on the creed, which Blaa- 
chini* publifhed, or in Blanchini’s notes* 
that paflage, I doubt not, occurred, which 

Wet lie in has quoted, and Mr. Griefbach pro- 

fefles himfelf unable to find. That author 

thus quotes Matth. XXVIII. 19. Ite , bhpii - 

zate'rentes* ungentes eos , &c. Here we have 

a fcriptural precept for the ufe of the chrifm 
in baptifm, which has now been for ages 

neglected, to the utter perdition of many 


John V 


In 




j * 


o 


* Ut oftendi in Enarratiom Efeudo-Athanaftana in Sy 
bolum y qua in Veronae edidi. Evangeliar, ^uadrupL Part I 


p.90 


foul 




[ 3«* 3 


fouls. But of all writers that have quoted 
the verfe in queftion, the writer of the Ser- 
ynones Dor mi Secure (V. near the end, de con¬ 
cept tone Marta) makes the moft curious ap¬ 
plication of it. Unde bene dicitur illud j. Jo. v. 
Tres funt qui teftimonium dant, fcilicet Fir- 
gini Marla , quodfit fine originally Et Daniel iij. 
Hii tres quaii ex uno ore laudabant Deum; 
fcilicet quod mat rein fa am prafervavit ab origi - 
tialu I hope you will enrich your next edi¬ 
tion with thefe freih tefti monies, which wilt 
make your work complete and conliftent. 


OST SC 


I P T 


I know that the right of Walafrid Strabus 
to the Preface and the Glojfa Or dinaria is ex¬ 
ceedingly queftionable; but I have allowed 

that the difpute might be cut {omewhat 

_ h 

fhorter, 


it 
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Greek and Latin authors that cannot 


he perfuaded to quote the three heavenly 
witneffcs, are fo fairly enumerated by Mill, 
Emlyn, Wetftein, Newton, and others, that 
J fhall do little more than repeat their lift, 

and add fuch remarks as may feem moil 
neceflary. 


Greek authors 


Irenaeus. 

Clemens Alexandrinus. 

Dionyfius Alexandrinus, (or the writer 

again ft Paul of Same fat a under his 

name.) 

Athanafius. 

The Synopfis of Scripture. 

The Synod of Sardica, 

Epiphanius. 


Bafil 
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LaTW* AUTHORS. 

■ 

The author de Baptifmot. Haeretigorum 

among Cyprian’s works* 

Novatian. 

Hilary 

Lucifer Calaritanus 

h 

Jerome. 

, Auguftine 
Am b role. 

Fauftinus, 

■ 

Leo Magnus 
The author de Promiflis 

Eucheriu 

Facundus 

Junilius 

Cerealii 
Rufticus 


* -1 


















d 
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G rego r) 
Philaftrius. 
Pafchafius. 
Arnobius junior 

Pope Eufobius. 

1 

This evidence 


r 


■ * 


which might feem ,to 
common undertianding to form a ftrpng ne 

gative, you waggifhfy call a region of night 

and 


*1 
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end nothing , and to guide us through this 
region with fafety and difpatch you lay down 
two rules, t. that fome of thefe writers might 
have quoted the verfe in other works of theirs 
now loll; 2. that when any of them negleft 

another paflage con fefledly genuine and equally 

fit for their purpofe, their omiffion of this 
verfe does not prove it to be Ipurious or un¬ 
known to them. But this accumulation of 


pofiibilities is ufelefs and fophiftical. It is in¬ 
deed poflible that a writer may forget or neg¬ 
lect to urge one of his beft arguments; but 
that fo many authors, with fuch repeated op¬ 
portunities, fhould all agree in fhutting their 

eyes againft the light of this mairvellous paf- 

lage, is improbable, incredible, impoflible. 

Let any unprejudiced man conceive this 
verfe to be generally read and. admitted for 
genuine, and then let him conceive, if he 


can, that all the defenders of the Trinity 

could preferve an obftinate filence, and never 

appeal to it 


But how will h ; e bring himlelf 
to conceive fuch ail abfurdity, if he has been 

? No 


all converfant with modern divinity 

text has been fq often quoted, fince its efta 
blifhment in our printed editions; none 

readily 


at 
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readily applied to the Trinity, of which it is 
almoft always declared to be a comp leat and 
formal proof. It is, in fliort, the very foul 
of modern controverfy, iota in toto et tota in 
qualibet parte • 

But you fee clearly enough the infufficiency 
of thefe two reafons, and therefore call to 




your aid a third, that “ feme of the Fathers 
(who have not quoted the verfe) 


perhaps 

all of them, conceived the words of this verfe 




to indicate an unity of confent only, and not 
an unity of nature 
likely, you jocularly quote Calvin and Beza, 
who explain in this manner the claufc mum 

f\unt . Dr.Horfley indeed fays (Trails, p. 345.) 

that many ot the orthodox (to whom he adds 
himfelf) are of the fame opinion. As far as 
I can judge, thefe milder and pretended or¬ 
thodox are fb few, that if the more zealous 
Chriftians were divided into companies of 
ten, and every one of their lukewarm bre¬ 
thren waited upon a company, many decads 
•wouldgo without a cupbearer . I (hall produce 
a few of thefe teftimonies, as they lie before 

Martin earneftly in fids, in the begin¬ 
ning of hb Yerite, upon the great importance 


To make this more 






of 
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of this paflage, and calls it the Jlrongefl wea¬ 
pon that we can employ againjl the Arums 

Were there ,’ 1 lays Atterbury 

text for the proof of the doctrine of the holy 

Trinity 

{peaks of the three witneffes in heaven , it would 

be fufficient to make that do&rine an evident 
part of feripture 5 though in all the other 
paflages ufually produced for it, it fhould be 

allowed to be exprefled obfeurely. 

Serin. I. p. 22. fays, with infinite candour. 

Very probably (the Arians) forged other 

MSS. and in them wilfully omitted this verle 

of St.John, that io they might in iome mea- 
fure at lea ft invalidate and weaken the autho- 


no other 
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but that only 


where St.John 




Allen 




rity of a text, which was diredlly oppofite to 

their falfe doctrines, and which it was utterly 

impojjible to evade the force of by any artifi¬ 
cial and unnatural conftrudlions. 

That he is one and the 




Snape 


Serm. VIII. p. 50 : 

fame God with the Father and the Son, is 




declared by St. Johu in exprefs terms ; There 

are three” See. Felton, Moyer’s Lectures 

VII. p. 368 : “ The do&rine cannot be ex¬ 
prefled in fewer or clearer words.” Beve¬ 
ridge, Private Thoughts, II. p. 40 ; “ And 


yet 
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yet that all thefe three per ions were but one 

God, Stijohn exprefsly aflerts, faying, &c. 
which certainly are as plain and perfpicuous 
terms, as it is poffible to exprefs fo great a 

myftery in 

from the analogy of modern times, the num* 
her of thofe fqueamifh Fathers, who would 
fcruple to employ this text, would be trifling, 
compared witli the bolder warriors who would 
draw it as the fharpeft arrow from their qui¬ 
ver. But the mild interpretations of Calvin 

and Beza prove nothing concerning the Fa¬ 
thers. Modern expofitors have deferted many 
pafiages which the ancients applied to the Tri¬ 
nity. Calvin’s example is the lefs to the pur- 

pofe, becaufe he has been accufed by his bre¬ 
thren of explaining away fome of the capital 
texts. For itiftance, l and my Father are one , 
he explains of an unity of confent. But 
what an hoft of Fathers quote the fame verfe 
without fear or fcruple again ft the heretics, 
to prove the deity of the Son ! Let us fup* 
pofe that a great number of our Greek MSS* 

omitted John X. 30. and that fome of the 
moft renowned, orthodox, and voluminous 
Fathers never quoted it, who fees not the 

obvious 




If therefore we may judge 


B b 






oi 


obvious and natural conclufion, that the verier 
was unknown in their age ? It would be an 
abfurd fancy to think, that they might have 
quoted this verfe in other works ; that they 

might omit it, becaufe they have omitted 
Others; or that perhaps they conceived it not 
to prove an unity of efl'ence. 

Be (ides, there was another reafon for Cal¬ 
vin’s and Beza’s moderation. They knew 

the precarious tenure by which this verfe 

held its place, and it would have feemed in- 
con fiftent to lay any ft refs upon the orthodox 

inferences that might be drawn from a fuf- 
pefted teftimony, Yon will forgive me, too, 
if I hint, that fome of thofe, who affeft to * 
adopt Calvin’s expolition, imitate flop’s fox, 
and call the grapes four, becaul'e they cannot 

reach them. 

But, Sir, if any of the Fathers thus ex¬ 
plained away the confubftantiality of the hea¬ 
venly witnefies, produce an example or two 
from' their works. Let us have no conjec¬ 
tures. If you can find one ancient author. 
Check or Latin, who has thus betrayed the 

citadel to liis enemies, you will not only have 

poiirivc argument on your fide, but a plau- 

liblc 
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fible objection to that ungracious .negative. 

But this, Sir, you cannot perform,. I fear. 

1 " • ■ ■ ■ * 

Tour Jerome fays, that this verfe is the cpicf 
Jlrength of the Catholic faith* Why then 
does not he inculcate it perpetually, in feafon 

and out of feafon ? Authpert twice quotes it, 
without any particular neceflity. Such filence. 

then in the other Fathers is unaccountable. 

r 

r 

If they had really thought that the claule tres 
mum funt meant only unity of confent, ftill 
the paflage mu ft have claimed their attention, 
beenufe it is one of the few where the three 

divine perfons are connumerated diftiinftly 
and in order. 

The greater part of mankind quotes ferip- 
ture more by found than fenfe. They take 

every detached fentence for a diftin£t afler- 

tion or apopthegm, and apply it according to 
its apparent meaning, after they have forcibly 
torn it from its context. Though a temperate 

critic might, from a diligent examination of 

+ 

the Apoftle’s argument, be induced to doubt 
whether the one eflence of the Trinity was 
here intended, how few of fuch critics were 
in the primitive church, and how few are in 

The bulk at leaft would lay vio¬ 
lent 


our own 
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lent hands upon the verle, and cry it up for 
a decifiVe teftimony. You fay, that u through 
the vaft feries of one thouiand four hundred 
years, not a fmgle author, whether Patri- 
paflian, Cerinthian, Ebionite, Arian, Mace¬ 
donian, or Sabellian, &c. has ever taxed tho 

various quotations of this verfe with inter¬ 
polation or forgery.** You have read, I pre- 

fume, a competent number of the works of 

thefe heretics. You have read fame which 

were written exprefsly in anfwer to thofe 

treatiles that employ the three heavenly wit- 

neftes. If you have. Sir, be fb good as to 

inform us where they may be found. Surely, 
Sir, you did not believe that this argument 
was of any weight, even while you wrote it 
down. I know only of one heretic, Abbot 

Joachim, whp has quoted the verfe;. and he 

lived when by the unanimous confeflion of 

■ 

all parties it had been long read in the Latin 

verfion. Your reafoning therefore amounts 
to this: Either the heretics published anAvers 
to the orthodox writers who quote I John V- 
7. or they did not. If they publiflled no 
anfwers, they certainly made no objection to 
the authenticity of that verfe. If they pub- 

lilhed 
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Ii fhed any anfwers, thole anfwers are now 

loft; and ftill, as far as we knew, no obje&ion 
has been made to the verfe. What an excel- 
lent judge Mr. Travis is of a negative argu¬ 
ment ! 


You perceive however, at laft, that the 
negative argument is of fome weight, and 
therefore you fuppofe that the verfe was par¬ 
tially loji in fome part of the interval between 

the years roi and 384. You had better cor¬ 
rect a little, and fuppofe that it was entirely 

omitted in St.John’s autograph. This will 

a" 

lolve all difficulties much better, take my 

■ 

word for it. I always thought that when a 
great number of MSS. of an ancient author 

omit any paflage, upon which the interme¬ 
diate writers, who upon other occafions freely 

■quote that author’s works, are quite blent; 
though the paftage be very fit for their fub- 

je&; though they quote other paflages much 

kfs appofite; though they quote fo hear it 

■ 

that they could not help feeing it, if it were 
extant; though fometimes they quote the 

words that precede, and the words that fol¬ 
low ; even though they extratt from the 

next words with great labour and difficulty 

the 
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the Very fenfe which this paflage would fur 
nifh at a much eafier and cheaper rate; 
always thought, that, in fiich a cafe, the 
plain reafon of thefe omifiions of the Fathers 
was a total abfence of the paflage from their 

r 

copies, and a total ignorance of its exiftence. 

But, according to you, omifiions are no proof 

ngainft a verle, where there is pofitive proof 
for it. I afk, then, how much pofitrve proof 

is neceflary r Is any text genuine, that may 
be found in the Latin verfion. or in a few 




Greek MSS. provided no actual charge of 

forgery he brought againft it ? If this be 
your opinion (as it feems to be), you need 

not be afraid of being confuted, for nobody 
will difpute with you. 

unanimoufly retained this verl'e, while the 
Fathers were filent upon it, this difl'ent might 

leave us in an unpleafant ft ate of doubt and 

fufpence. But when the Fathers and Greek 


If our Greek MSS 


MSS. fo exactly agree in rejecting a text, to 
adopt any other reafon than the obvious fatt, 
the fp u rio u fnefs of the paflage, is to fet a fide 
all evidence, for the foie, end of maintaining 

this judicious paradox, that the worfe Latin 

copies have preferved the genuine reading. 


You 
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You make exceptions to feme of the par¬ 
ticular Fathers who have not quoted this 
verle. You fay, that neither Alexander of 
Alexandria, nor Eufebius in his traffc again ft 
the Sabellians, nor Gregory Nazianzen in his 

ireatife on the Divinity of Chrift, nor Epi- 
phanius againft Noetus, cites Matth. XXVIIT. 


But Alexander quotes John X. 30. to 

would have been an 


10 


which 1 John V 

admirable parallel. If by Eufebius’s trafi 

again ft the Sabellians you mean the three 

books de Ecclejiaftica T’heologia, there is an 
exprefs quotation of it in one, and a plain 
reference to it in another of thofe books. 


If Gregory Nazianzen does not quote the 

form of baptifm in the oration that you hav T e 
named, he quotes it as a ftrong proof of the 
.Trinity in his forty-ninth oration, where he 

alfo quotes John X. 30. Now, fince 1 John 
_V. 7. unites in itfelf the merits of both thole 
pallagcs, it is ft range that Gregory fliQuld 

never think of quoting it, he who had in his 

thirty-fixth oration mentioned the other three 
witnefles, the fpirit % ihe 'Water , and the blood* 

If Epiphanius does not quote Matth.XXVI11. 

19. againft Noetus, how often does he quote 
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it elfewhere ! You add, that the Synopfis 

■ 

may with great probability be afcribed to 
Athanafius, and that it plainly refers to the 
verfe in queflion. I anfwer, 1. that the Sy¬ 
nopfis is certainly fpurious; and, 2* that it 

contains not the flighteft veflige of the verfe, 
but exprefsly quotes II. 23. to fhew the unity 

of the Father with the Son. This I have 
proved at large, Letter IX. p. 209—213. 

And now let any man confider with himfelf, 
whether Athanafius, who frequently and re¬ 
peatedly cites Matth. XXVIII. 19. John X. 

o. and even the twentieth verfe of our fifth 

chapter, could be fo blind or negligent as to 

pafs over fuch an important text. This verfe 
would have been very commodious to prove 

the deity of the Son, the deity of the Holy 
Ghoft:, or the joint deity of the three per fo ns. 

But neither Athanafius, norDidymus, nor the 

two Gregories, nor Bafil, nor Cyril, though 
they have all largely vvritteu upon tliefe fub- 

jefts, have paid any regard to the celeftial 

teftimony. The fecond per foil of the Trinity 
is. here more clearly called the Logos, than 

even in the beginning of the gofpel. How 

has it happened that no ancient writer what- 

■ 

ever 
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ever quotes the verfe for this title, though, 
they make feveral fantaftical applications of 
texts that are nothing to the purpofc ? You 
will hardly, Sir, I guefs, prefer the otheir 

reading, Films , which is in a few Latin and 
feme French MSS. in Wicklifte’s tranfiation; 
in a MS. of Vi£tor, and in Bernard. For if 

you allow that FHitts is the genuine reading, 
Verbum mu ft have been a nioft impudent for¬ 
gery, and the credit of the Latin copies will 

be demoliftied at a blow. But taking Verbum 
for genuine, I can fee only one reafon (which 
I leave Mr. Travis to find out) why this verfe 
is never quoted to (hew that Chrift is called 

the Word, 

What a difference in value between the 
eighth and feventh verfes ! Yet the eighth 

is often quoted, the feventh fcarcely ever. 

How wonderful it is that the authors who 
quote the eighth verfe fliould never turn a 
little out of their way, allured by the charms 

of the feventh ! We have feen the Armenian 

council three times quoting the feventh verfe, 
not becaufe the fubjeft which they were treat¬ 
ing required it, but merely in compliment to 

its extraordinary beauty and merit. If any 


of 
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of the authors now extant, who quote the 
eighth verfe, had ever quoted the feventh, in 
defence of the Trinity, they furely would 

have repeated it, if it were only for the fake 
of old acquaintance. 

Cyril quoting the fixth, eighth, and ninth 

verfes, argues that, becaufe the Spirit is faid 

to witnefs, and this witnefs is called the wit¬ 
nefs of God, therefore the Spirit is God. 
But infert the feventh verfe, and this argu¬ 
ment is fpoiled. . For the witnefs of God is 

fufficiently marked out by the witnefs of the 

Father, an heretic would anfwer, without 
extending the word God either to the Word 
or the Spirit. 

But the ftrongeft proof that this verfe is 
lpuriou6 may be drawn from the Epiftle of 
Leo the Great to Flavianus upon the Incar¬ 
nation. This epiftle has been tranflated into 

Greek, read in churches, fent round to the 
Councils both in the Eaft and Weft, defended 
by feveral authors in let t realties, and conle- 
quently more generally known than mod of 
the writings of the Fathers. Jn this epiftle 
he quotes part of the fifth chapter, from the 

fourth to the eighth verfe, and omits the 

■ 

three 
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three heavenly witnefles. John Mofchus in 
forms ns, in his Spiritual Meadow 

was told by Abbot Menas, who was told by 
Abbot Eulogius, who was told by Archdeacon 

Gregory, that the Roman church had a writ¬ 
ten tradition, that Pope Leo, when he had 
finifhed his letter to Flavianus againft Eutyches 

and Neftorius, laid it on the tomb of the 
foreman of the Apoftles, Peter, and befought 
him to correft it, wherever it was erroneous 


* 


that he 


or imperfeft. After he had prayed, faired, 

and lain on the ground, a decent time (about 
forty days; for the Apoftle was fomewhat fhy. 


like Milton s Eve, Who would be wooed , and 

not unfought be won), Peter appeared to him, 
and fa id 


I have read and corrected ; upon 
which Leo takes the letter from the tomb. 






opens it, and finds that the Apofrle had been 

■ 

as good as his word. Upon this authentic faft 
I fhall make a few remarks. Peter could not 

V 

be ignorant of the exigence of this verfe, if 
it were genuine. We may reafonably fnp- 
pofe his faculties to be lo far improved in 

heaven, that he remembered all the N, T*. 


* Cetticr, Ecclcf. Grsec. Monum, tom. II. 0,4.16. 


Or 
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Or if by chance he had forgotten this epiftle 

of St.John, or this part of it, the author was 

hand to fet him right; far it is itnpojjible to 
fuppofe that St. Peter would not in fuch an under- 

inking coiiftanily confer with fuch a neighbour , 

•with fuch a friend\ with fuch a man , oj 5 V.Johu 

e mu ft therefore have forefeen what unto¬ 
ward conlequences the heretics would draw, 
if the feventh verfe were omitted in Leo’s 

epiftle, and would have certainly replaced it, 

if it were genuine. But by fuffering the 

omiffion to pafs uncorre&ed, we may be fare 
that St. Peter thought the verfe fpurious, or 
that it did not then exift. From this con« 

clufion there is no efcaping, but by a denial 
of the fa£t, and that would be to introduce 

an univerfal Pyrrhonifm into hiftory. 

The only Greek evidence, earlier than the 
thirteenth century, that even feems to be in 

your favour, is the dialogue publifhed with 

A than a fins. That dialogue quotes and ap¬ 
plies to the Trinity thefe words. And the three 

are one. The Gretk words literally agree with 


at 


* 


* Mr. Travis ufes tlicfe words of Criipln and Stephens 

P‘ 5^1 123* 


the 
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the reading of the eighth verle in the French 

ing’s MS. No. 60. K «1 ol rot# to iv &i<nv* 

And fince the marginal note upon that clauf© 

is in the MS. One God, one godhead\ it need 

not be doubted but that the author of tho 
dialogue meant to give the fame interprets** 

tion. 


14 


You quarrel with us for urging the nega» 
five teftimony of Bede and Oecumenius, 
while we reject Vigor’s for being too late. 

I will endeavour, Sir, to explain this matter. 

An important aud curious paflage of feripture 
ought to he quoted by a reafonablc proportion 
of the writers of every fucceeding age. But 

if either through fraud or chance, a fpuriou& 

fentence is inferted into fome copies of ferip¬ 
ture, though from the general propenfity of 

tranferibers the number of • interpolated MSS. 

may be daily increafed, yet fcveral ages muft 
elapfe before a general corruption can take 
place. It has however at laft happened, in 
fome places, that the corrupted copies have 
almoft fwn[lowed up the others. In this 

cafe, if we can find that fnch a paflage was 
unknown to an author of the later ages, it is 

fo far from being a prejudice againft him* 

that 
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that lie lived fb late, that he is a drongef 

tcdimony againft the addition, becaufe he 
fhews that fome uncorrupted copies remained, 
even after the interpolation had been making 

its way for io many centuries. If therefore 

Bede was ignorant of this verfe, fince Bede 

was a good judge of the date of Latin MSS. 
in his time, it will follow that the Latin 

copies of the eighth century generally omitted 
it; which is other wife probable, becaufe mofl 

Latin MSS. of that and the ninth centuries 
omit it. If Oecumenius and Euthymius 
Zigabemis knew nothing of the verfe, it will 

follow that the Greek MSS. of the eleventh 

■ 

and twelfth centuries omitted it. 

Iam willing to fuppofe that Bede had no 

Greek MSS. except to the Adis. But if he 
had a Greek MS. of the Catholic Epidles, 
which wanted the three heavenly witnefles, 
he could not tell us of the ©million of them, 

a" 

unlefs he knew of their exidence in the Latin. 

You therefore modedly affume, that fince the 
verfe was in Jerome’s verfion, it mud have 
been in Bede’s copy. How often fhall we be 
favoured with this piece of lbphidry ? This 
paffage was in Jerome’s verfion; therefore 

Bede 
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ftiould think, Sir, this 


Bede knew of it 

argument more agreeable to logic: The co¬ 
pies of Jerome’s verfion vary; fome retain* 

ing, fome omitting the paflage; Bede makes 
no mention of it; therefore Bede ufed a copy 
that omitted the paffage. Next you tell us, 
from Martin, that Bede mufl have known of 
this text from Cyprian, Fulgentius, and the 
confeflion in Vidor; all of whom he has 


quoted. With refped to Cyprian, he might 

not know to what place of fcripture Cyprian 
referred; or he might think with Facundus 
that Cyprian interpreted the eighth verfe. 
With refped to Vidor and Fulgentius, if he 

knew nothing of the verfe when he read 

O 

their works, he was not obliged to record 
for quotations of fcripture paflages which he 

did not know to he in feripture. 

thought they were guilty of a pious fraud, 
was he blameable for not imitating them ? 


If he 




This objection fuppofes that Bede took the 


trouble to examine critically every text quoted 

by Fulgentius and Vidor. A pleafant talk 

you would impofe upon the poor man ! 

Why, Sir, when you took upon truft, from 
Martin. 


your charges againft the Syriac and 

Coptic 
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Coptic vet (Ions, you are coufcious that you 

did not examine a {ingle reference. And yet 

I apprehend this was a duty incumbent upon 
you, though Bede was bound by no tie of 
confcience to hunt after the various quota¬ 
tions produced by his authors. 

But if any perfon will read through Bede’s 
commentary upon the fifth chapter, he mu ft 

fee, unlefs he be wilfully blind, that Bede 

was totally ignorant of the feventh verfe# 

He is fo minute and exa£t, that he has tran- 

• • 

fcribed the whole text, except two or three 

words at the end of one verle, and even thofe 
he inferts in his commentary. If after all 

this you infift, that he might know of the 
verfe, I can think of no proof that would 
fettle the point, except an actual affurance of 

Bede’s innocence under his own hand* Per¬ 


haps Bede ought to have ufed luch language 
as this: 


N. B. I have never heard of an 


i t 


additional fet of witneffes, nor ever faw them 

Let it be added, that Bede 




in any copy, 
was zealoufly orthodox, as appears from hi a 

hymn on St. Edeldrida, H. E. IV. 20. Alma 


Dcus Trim/as , qui Jecula cuntia gubernas , Annus 


jam 
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jam ecefitis , alma Deus Ur ini/as *. And upon 
this very chapter he breaks out, Pereat de 

terra memoria eorum, qui turn vel Deum vel 

bominem ejfe verutn denegant . 

Newton had fufpedted that the words in 
terra were not written by Bede, becauie he 

1 

fo particularly explains the reft of the verfe,* 
without taking any notice of them. Erafmus 
had already obferved that a-MS. omitted thefe 
words, though a much later hand had added 

in the margin the three heavenly witneffes. 

■ 

What pity that fuch a copy did not come into 
the hands of the firft editor, that Bede might 
have been a voucher for the verfe! Emlyn 
tells us, upon hearfay, that the MSS, of Bede 
omitted in terra. Martin anfwered, that he 

had feen thofe words with his own eyes in a 

■ 

MS. at Utrecht. I fully believe this affer- 

tion; for I myfelf have feen them in a MS. 
at Oxford, but very modern, and of little 

value. All the other ten that I collated omit 

in terra, without any rafurc in the text or 
note in the margin. Several of them boaft 


See alio his Hymn de Quatuor Temporibus, Vol. I, 


• 401 
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a decent antiquity, but the oldelt* carries its 

own date, A. C* 818. I confefs my rudenefs 
to you in clofely tracing your fteps fo often. 

If in revenge for this rudenefs you wifh to 

_ ■ 

examine thefe MSS. and fee whether I have 

* 

not lied for the good of my caufe (for you 

well know, Sir, that no credit is due to po- 
lemics), you will find two of the MSS. in 

our public library, two in Bennet-col lege li¬ 
brary, three in the Mufeum, and four in the 
Bodleian. 

In Facundus, it is true, the editions fix 

times repeat in terra ; but thefe words are (b 

in confident with the interpretation which 
Facundus is labouring to eftablifh, that Ben- 
gclius fairly allows them to have been added 

by tranferibers. We ought alfo to confider 

that Facundus has been publifhed from a 
fingle MS. The fame corruption I fufpeft 

to have crept into the treatife de duplici mar¬ 
ty no ^ and the true reading to be : Commemorat 

et Joannes Evangelifta triplex tejlimonium% Jpiri• 
tus 9 aquoe , et fanguinis . The fame author af- 


* Mr. Astle has given a Specimen in his Origin end 
Frogrtfs of Writingy Pi. XIX. Spec, a. p. 106. 


te r ward s 
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ter wards fays : Quanquam m. tubs -unum 

sunt ; unus enim Dbus est, qui per sfi- 
jutum, a.qjjam, bt sanguinem, declarat bo- 
minum generi virtutem et bonitalem fuam . How 
eafily might the feventh verfp grow- put of 

fuch obfervations as thefe ! 


I fhall now briefly “examine the pleas that 

have been fet up in- defence of the verie. 
j. “ The Arians erafed it/’ We might ex- 
pe£t fome fmall evidepce of this ac dilation. 

What cunning fellows thofe Arians were to 

erafe this teftimony, not only from their own 
books, but from the books and memories of 

, r i 

the Catholics. You, Sir, I perceive, will 
neither pofitively condemn nor honourably 
acquit thefe heretics. You tell us that So¬ 
crates charges them with mutilating this very 
epiftle. Does he exprefsly charge the Arians ? 

Is his charge general or particular ? He com¬ 
plain that they who wijhed to feparate the di¬ 
vinity and the humanity of Chrifi had erafed 

thi,s fentencc, i John IV 

divides Jtftis, is not from God, 

Socrates. “ is in the old M 3 S. 


. Every /pint that 

which,” fays 

Fir ft, I 

cannot fee how this do&rine could give any 

pfFence to the Arians. Secondly, if Socrates 

had 


j 
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Had aecufed them here, his filence upon fuch 

of fraud as the erafion of the three 


a piece 

witnefles, is a ftrong prefumption of their 


Thirdly, I Ihould like to have 
leen a few of thefe ancient MSS . For at pre- 


innocence 


lent every Greek MS. every vernon, except 
the Vulgate, mod of the Greek Fathers 
(all, according to Mr. Grielbach), and fome 

though few of the Latins, agree in the com¬ 
mon reading. Befides, there is a quaintnefs, 

as Bengelius righrly obferves, which’'favours 
more of an interpolator’s genius, than an 
apoftle’s (implicity. And a fcholium in one 

very naturally ac- 

It is the cha- 


of Mr. Matthiei’s MSS. 


counts for the corruption, 
rafter (of Antichrift) by falle prophets and 
fpirits to divide Jesus, in not confejjing that 

he is come in the jlejb .” However, rf you 

chufe to defend Socrates, you will have the 




concurrence of that orthodox divine, Mr. 

For 


Gibbon, Vol. IV. p. 540, or VIII. 27 

my own part, I think that his decifion is 
very uncritical, and that the reading of the 
Vulgate in this place has not above twenty 

times as much authority as 1 John V. 7. But 
be that as it will, Socrates does not accul© 


the 
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nor is his accusation founded, if 

nor, if the. accufation 
could be proved, would it help, but rather 
hurt your argument. 

The holy Fathers were very unfuccefsful 
in fuch a ecu Silt ions. I have already taken 
notice of Ambrofe’s charge againft the Arians, 

that they erafed Spirilus eft Dcus from Jphn 
III. 6. What harm had this (cutenee done 
the Arians ? It proves, fays Ambrofe, the 

Deity of the Spirit. Could not the Arians 

■ 

fuggeft, with fome colour of probability, that 

the true conftru&ion was, God is a Spirit ? 

Or, if they cut it out here, why did the 

i 

blockheads leave it in the next chapter ? 

They had however good fuccefs, for the fen- 
tence was Scarcely to be found in any copies 
of that age, as Ambrofe tells us, and, I dare 
fay, with great truth. What dangerous im- 
poftors ! Dr, HorQey ftys, that the orthodox 
would have poorly ferved their purpofe by 
forging i John V 

that the orthodox would have poorly ferved 
their purpofe by forging Spirilus eft Deus t 
John III, 6. Yet I think that both places 
fcave been corrupted by orthodpj{ copiers. 

They 


the Arians 

he did accufe them 


1 fay, in like manner. 


/ 
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They crept into fome MSS. by chance and 

ne g% ence > b ut * as foon as they were known, 
were eagerly quoted and fent on every expe¬ 
dition again ft the heretics. 

Another example of this laudable zeal of 

the Fathers again ft heretics may be found in 

Ambrofe. The heretics mifapplied the verfe 
MArkXIII. 32. which feems to afcribe igno¬ 
rance to the Son. Ambrofe boldly denies the 
faft. “ Firft,” lays he 

MSS. have not the claufe, that neither the Son 

hiowcth ; but no wonder, if they who have 
adulterated the holy fcriptures, have alfo fal- 

fified this paflage.” A little after, however, 
confeious of the weaknefs of his afiertion, 

he adds ; “But grant it written by the Evan- 

gelifts,” and then proceeds to explain. An 
advocate for Ambrofe will in vain fuppofe 

that he meant Matth. XXIV. 26. which will 


the ancient Greek 






only reduce his hero from a falfehood to an 
equivocation. The heretics would care nor¬ 
thing about Matthew, if the reading in Mark 

were allowed to be genuine 

therefore that the charges of the Fathers 
again ft the Arians lhew much more valour 

and Ipirit than prudence. 


I conclude 


The 




u 
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This verfe might be loft by the ho - 

mceoteleuton . The eye might jump from one 

_ ■ 

fjuu%oovvTtg to the other, and confequently 

the remaining part of the two verfes would 

be, For there are three that bear record on earthy 
the fpirity the water , and the bloody and the three 

To which fuppofition I an- 








agree in one 

fwer. ' 


Fir ft, that this argument ought to be fpa- 
ringly ufed. If a marginal addition be taken 

into the text by tranfcribers, it is likely to 

have for its beginning or ending the fame 
words that begin or end the adjacent fen- 

tence. Thus Auguftine’s explanation might 
be turned into a marginal note, 'Trinit as ipfa 

eft, de qua retie diciiur , Tres funt qui teftimonium 
dant , Spiritus, id ejl , Pater ; fanguis , id eft , Ft* 
Hus ; et aqua , id ejl, Spiritus fantius ; el tret 

unum funt . Such a note would foon he pruned 
and poliftied into this form, Sicut ires funt qui 

teftimonium dant in ccelo , Pater , &c. which is 
actually the reading of feveral MSS. now 
extant. The critics generally rejett the ap¬ 
plication of the prophecy in Matth. XXVTL 

It would be ridiculous in this inftance 

to argue from fimilar endings. The fame 

rotten 


35 
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rotten buttrefs is ufed by Grabe to prop the 
ruinous reading, John III. 6. And the fame 
might be ufed to fupport Cyprian's addition, 
i John II. 17. How eafy it would be to fay, 
that the words, which were in Cyprian's 
copy, and confequently in the Old Italic, and 
confequently in the Greek MSS. of the fecond 
century, and confequently in St. John’s auto¬ 
graph, were fwallowed up by that voracious 
monftcr, the hommtdeuton l Htyi autem facit 
voluntalem Dei t manet in sternum, quomodo et 

Deus manet in sternum. If any man 

writes glofies and explanations in the margin 

of a book, he will find that many of them 
will begin like the following or end like the 
foregoing fentence. This canon however 
will do one good thing; it will make inter¬ 
polation the eafiefl matter in the world. A 
forger has nothing to do but to take care that 

the paffage which he inferts, ftiall have this 
(ingle requifite of a fimilar ending, and h$ 

will be provided with a fufficient anfwer to 

all arguments drawn from the authority of 

MSS. and , of verfions, and from the filepco 

* > 1 ’ 

of intermediate writers, 


Secondly 

r 
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• Secondly, this argument from the homceo - 

teleuion is utterly excluded by the malice of 
fortune. For in the leap from one 

to another, the tranfcriber mud have left 

untouched thole puzzling words, Iv tv }7 yy 7 . 

But thofe words are in no Greek MS. in no 

verfion, in no Greek author that quotes the 

eighth verle; and almoft all the Latin MSS* 
and Fathers that omit the heavenly witneflTes, 
omit too all mention of the earth. I have 


fHOCojup 




TBC 


referred, Letter II. p. 26, 27. to Simon s 

feeming aflertion that a Greek MS. retained 
the words lv rt }7 yv, but I have there given 
my reafons, why he is mi flake n. New tou 
had already hinted the fame fufpicion ; and 
I have fince feen a manufeript note of De 
Mi fly’s in the margin of Wet dein’s N 

1. where he adopts the fame 

opinion, though he had formerly reafoiled 
upon the contrary fuppofition as an undoubted 

fa&, Journ. Brit. XI 

boldly affirm that thofe words were no more 

in that MS, than in any other. For Abbe 
Roger, in his diflTertation 011 1 John V 
p. 32. tranferibes the eighth verfe from this 

very MS. and J omits tl^e words 


Vol. II. 


P- 7 


I now dare 


p* 7 8 


/ 


bv tv yiji. 
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Bede and Facundus I have already cleared 
from this fpurious addition 
fuppofes, what is not improbable, that the 
Latin MSS. which omit the feventh verfe, 
and retain in terra 9 were interpolated from 
orthodox MSS. by confcientious critics, who 
might not be fcrupulous about fo trifling an 

infertion, though they were afraid to add a 
whole feiitence. But Alice the defenders of 


Newton alfb 


the feventh verfe may in this cafe urge, with 
fome plaufi bility, the homceotekuton , I am con- 

as I have faid, Letter VI. p. 152. that 


tent 

all fuch Latin MSS. be neutral. 


Bengelius vvifhes to tranfpofe the feventh 
and eighth verfes. I believe that this was 
more frequently the pofition of the verfes, 

when the heavenly witneffes fir ft obtained 

admittance. But as much as this hypothecs 
gains in one view, it lofes in the other. The 
allegorical interpretation will then fo naturally 
follow the verfe which it explains, particu¬ 
larly in the copies that announce the heavenly 

witneffes with a Jkut 7 that the manner in 
which the interpolation was made will be 

obvious to any perfbn acquainted with the 

feiftory of MSS. Twells faw fomething of 

this 
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this confequence; for he reafons againft the 

idea of an allegory or marginal glofs upon 

this ground, that the oldeft and beft MSS; 

prefix the feventh verfe ; but, fays he, if the 
feventh verfe were a glofs engendered by the 
eighth, the leventh would follow the eighth. 
The plain anfwer to this reafoning is, that fuch 
indeed was the arrangement of the two verfes, 
when the interpolation began, but that it was 

afterwards altered in compliment to the fupe- 

rior dignity and excellence of the feventh. 
I have declined the conlideration of the D//cv- 
plina Arcaniy nor fhall I refume it. It is a 

dangerous hypothefis, which, if it were ad¬ 
mitted, inftead of flrengthening particular 
padages, would weaken the authority of the 
whole N. T. With equal reafbn Mill be¬ 
lieves that the marginal notes produced by 

Simon from Greek MSS. (the moft palpable 
glofles that can be - conceived), are not in¬ 
tended for interpretations of the eighth verfe, 

■ 

but are really the mangled limbs of the 
feventh. But while thefe learned men urge 
fuch frivolous arguments, they Ih'ew more 
plainly than by a direct confeflion, how fe- 

vcrely they feel the want of evidence. So 

feverely. 
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ieverely, that Bengelius at' lalt begs leave to 
hope , that in due time , if not St. fobn's own 
autograph , yet fome very ancient Greek MSS. 

containing the verfe , may be found hidden in the 
Jhelves of divine Providence. To which pious 
hope Wetftein anfwers in the words of Ci¬ 
cero: Hie tu tabulas defideras Heraclienfum 
public as, quas Italico bello , incenfo tabular io, in - 
ierijfe feimus omnes. Efl ridiculum ad ea quee 
habemusi nihil die ere ; quae rere qute habere non 

pojfumus. 


But the tenour of the context re¬ 
quires us to keep the verfe. 1 * The oppofers 
of the verfe fay, on the contrary, that its 
infertion confutes the vvhoje fente, breaks the 
connection, and makes the moft intricate and 
ambiguous fen ten ce that ever was teen. For 
my own part, I thought Newton’s expofition 

of the fhorter reading probable and confident 

enough, till I was told by.Dr.Horfley, TraCts, 

p. 346. that “ it was a model of that fort of 
paraphrafe by which any given fenfe may be 

affixed to any given words.” I fufpected, I 

confefs, at firft, that having before him both 

your expofition and Newton’s, he might have 

Confounded them in his mind, and given to 

Newton’s 
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Newton’s the character which was due to 
yours. But this opinion I foon abandoned. 
I wi(h therefore that Dr. Horfley had favoured 

own paraphrafe, and fhewn tho 
truth of his affertion, “ that the omiflion of 
the feventh verfe breaks the connection and 


with his 




heightens the obfcurity of the apoflle’s dif- 
courfe.” * Certainly the mention of the water, 
blood, and Spirit, in the fixth verfe, is with 
great propriety followed by the repetition of 

the fame terms in the genuine text; which 
repetition is rendered emphatic by the exalta¬ 
tion of the Spirit, water, and blood, into three 

witnefles. If the Spirit that vvitneffes in the 
fixth verfe be the holy Spirit, which I think 
cannot be doubted 


becaufe the Spirit is 
truth,” why is the epithet, after being twice 
omitted, added in the fevcnth verfe, to mark 




diftinCtion without a difference ? If the 
word “ holy,” which is omitted in fome few 
MSS. be fpurious, why is the human lpirit, 
without any mark or circumflancc to diftin- 
guifh it, repeated in the fame breath r But 

if the Spirit in the eighth verfe be the holy 

Spirit, what is the fenfe of the fame Spirit 
witnefTing-both in heaven and on earth? It 


M 


will 


I 
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will be to no purpofe to invert die order of 

the words, and fay, there are three in heaven f 

and there are three on earthy for £1 ill the Spirit 

is both in heaven and earth. You tell us 

■ 

that, without the feVenth verfe, the exp ref- 

i 

fion, Witnefs of God^ in the ninth, has no due 

antecedent. This, Sir, is a miftake 

witnefs of the Spirit in the (ixth and eighth 
verfes is a proper antecedent. The Spirit 
may be taken in two fenfes. The orthodox, 

who underftand the Spirit perfonaily, cannot 
deny that the witnefs of the Spirit is the 
witnefs of God ; nor will either the orthodox 
or heretics deny, that the miraculous gifts of 
the Spirit, which attefted the divine million 
of Jeftis, were truly . the witnefs of God, 
which he witnefled of his Son. I have dili^ 

gently perufed all the orthodox expofitions 

that have fallen in my way, but without ever 

having the good luck to underftand them. 

I remember one very ingenious gentleman, 

who, in two letters to Dr. Bentley, offers to 
prove that the feventh verfe is eflential to 

j 

the context, and only aflumes tw'o felf-evi¬ 
dent pronofitions: i. that the Spirit fignj.fies 
the mediatorial office ; and, 2. that the water 
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t\\6 Shechinph . But I have dwelt longer 
than I intended upon this fubjett. Where 
there is no external evidence, internal evi¬ 
dence can never be pleaded for the neceflity 
of lo large and fo important an addition 
(hall therefore halten to difmifs the fubjc£t 

by a brief recapitulation of the inferences 

which may fairly be deduced from the fatts 

difperied through the foregoing Letters. 

The only genuine words of i John V. 7, 8. 
are theic 1 'On tajI? tltriv of to ttvim 

fd,a 9 km to il$wc act) to office kci] ol toe 7 <; tig to bj 

This is the reading of all the Greek 




\ 


\ 
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MSS. above an hundred and ten ; of near 
thirty of the oldeft Latin, of the two Syriac 
verlions, of the Coptic, Arabic, ./Ethiopic 

and Slavonic. But Tertullian, in imitation 

of the phrafe, I and my Father are one had 
faid of the three perfons of the Trinity, 

Which three are one . Cyprian was milled by 




An antagonist of Beza’s told him, that inftead of 


r i 
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endeavouring to wrelt fo Stubborn a text as. This is my 

body, by vain explanations, he would do better to amend 
it at once, and read. This is not my body . The Jcfuit 
Garafle (fee Bayle, au mot Be%e) foon after aflerted, in 

print, that Beza had actually propofed this reading. 


this 
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this pafTage of his matter. Taking it for 

an allufion to fcripture, he wifely inferred 

■ 

that it was an application of i John V. 8, 
and, as he had no doubt of Tertullian’s in¬ 
fallibility, he adopted the fame application, 

and laid boldly. Of the Father , Son^ and Holy 

Ghojl, it is written , And the three are one . 

■ 

That Cyprian in this place interprets the 
eighth verfe, we are told by Facundus, who^ 

by appealing to this very place of Cyprian 
to prove that the Spirit, water, and blood, 

are meant of the Trinity, fhews that he knew 
of no fuch text, and that in his opinion Cy¬ 
prian knew of no fuch text, as the three hea¬ 
venly witnefles. Fulgentius indeed quotes 
Cyprian’s authority for the modern reading, 
but from the manner of his appeal it appears 

that he could not quote the verie upon the 

faith of copies of his own age, and therefore 
relied upon the faith, as he fuppofed, of 
Cyprian’s copy. In the interval of more 

than two centuries, ‘when this interpretation 

had been exprefsly maintained by Auguftine 
and Eucheruis, a marginal note of this fort 
crept into a few copies; Sicut ires funt qul 
ufwnonium dant in coelo t Pater , &c. Such a 

copy 
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copy was ufed by the author of the confef- 

fion which Victor has preferved. Such an<« 
other was ufed by the author of the books dc 
tfrinitate y if indeed lie was a different perfon 
from the other. He would mifs no fair op¬ 
portunity of producing his favourite text, of 
which he perhaps was the fonder for having 
newly found it. The verfe however feems 

to have had very fmall fuccefs till the eighth 
century, when the forger or forgers of the 

decretals, and of the fpurious prologue to the 
canonical epifries, recommended it to public 

notice. Yet ftill it remained a rude, un- 

■ 

formed mafs, and was not completely licked 
into fhape before the end of the tenth cen¬ 
tury. In the twelfth and thirteenth centu¬ 
ries it was univerlally received for genuine, 

and therefore cited without fufpicion in the 

Acts of the Lateran Council. Thcfe Acts 
were tranflated into Greek about the year 

1300, and from them Emanuel Calecas botv 

rowed his quotation. Jofeph Bryennius, too, 

in the fifteenth century, quotes the lame 
vei fe, but either from the Latin verfion, or 

from his friend Thomas Aquinas, In the 
thirteenth century, Haytho, King of Armenia, 

under- 
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undertook to make a new edition of the Ar¬ 
menian fcriptures, with the aid of Jerome's 
prologues and the Latin verfion. Haytho 

mod probably inferted this verfe in his edi¬ 
tion upon the authority of his fuppofed Je¬ 
rome j but if Haytho, which is fcarcely pof- 

fible, neglected it, Ulcan, who improved Hay- 

tho’s edition from the Vulgate, could not fail 
of fupplying the defect. With equal accu¬ 
racy and fidelity this verfe has been impofed 

upon the modem Greeks in their printed 
Apoftolos, upon the Indian Chriftians by 
Menezes, upon the Ruffians by their late 
editors, and upon every other Chriftian na¬ 
tion in their feveral tranflations. It has been 
honeftly inferted in feveral of the Syriac edi¬ 
tions, and in the Greek and Ruffian confef- 
fions of faith. 

The reader, who recollefte the fubftance 

of my Letters, will eafily diftinguifli the pro¬ 
babilities from the pofitive fact 

the facts ftated in this hiftorical deduction, 

it is evident, that if the text of the heavenly 
witnefles had been known from the begin¬ 
ning of Chriftianity, the ancients would have 
eagerly feized ir f inferted it in their creeds, 

quoted 


But from 
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quoted it repeatedly againd the heretics, and 

feleCted it for the brightest ornament of every 

book that they wrote upon the fubjeCt of the 
Tri n i ty. 

In fhort, if this verfe be really genuine, 

notwithdandins its abfence from all the vi- 

O 

fibie Greek MSS. except two; one of which 

aukwardly tranflates the verfe from the La¬ 
tin, and the other tranferibes it from a printed 

book; notwith(landing its abfence from all 
the verfions except the Vulgate; and even 
from many of the bed and oldeft MSS. 

the Vulgate; notwithstanding the deep and 
dead filence of all the Greek writers down to 
the thirteenth and mod of the Latins down 


or 


to the middle of the eighth century; if, in 
fpite of all thefe objections, it be dill genuine, 
no part of feripture whatsoever can be proved 

either Spurious or genuine; and Satan has 
been permitted, for many centuries, miracu- 
ioufly to banilh the fined pafl’age in the N. T. 
from the eyes and memories of almod all the 
Chridian authors, tranflators, and tranferibers. 

it 

I have fo clearly 


At lad, Sir, I fee land 
explained my fentiments concerning the au¬ 
thority of the difputed verfe, and the merits 

D d 2 


of 
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of your book, in the progrefs of thefe Let- 

that it will be needlefs to add any thing 


ters 

upon either of thofe topics. As I was per 
fuaded that Mr. Gibbon would never conde 


fcend to anfwer you, I have been bold enough 

■ 

to trouble you with my objections to your 

fads and arguments. The proofs of the fpu- 
rioufnefs of 1 John V. 7. that I have enume¬ 
rated, are, in my opinion, more than fufficient 
to convince any reafonable man. But what¬ 
ever Juccefs I may have had in the main 
quell ion, there is another point, which I have 

proved to demonflration, that Mr. Travis is 
radically ignorant of the fubjeCt which he 
has undertaken to il lull rate. You may there¬ 
fore reply, Sir, or not, as lhall feem good to 

you. If you think proper not to expole your- 
felf again, which, to Ipeak as a friend, I 
Ihould think your wifell plan, I lhall attri¬ 
bute your lilence to a confcioufnefs of your 
own weaknefs. You will call it contempt 
of your adverlary, and I cannot deny the re¬ 
taliation to be fair enough, conlidering with 

how fmall refpedt I have treated an author, 
who has vindicated the authenticity of that im¬ 
portant poffage (1 John V. 7.) in a Juperior 

way , 
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way, fo as to leave no room for future doubt or 

cavil*. But if you reply, as you half pro- 

mifc+, I fhrall not think myfelf bound to 

continue the debate, unlefs both your matter 
and ftyle much excel your Letters to Mr. 
Gibbon, and ft ill more that Crambe recofta\ 
which you called a defence of Stephens and 
Beza. Such replies will carry their own re¬ 
futation with them to all readers that are not 
eaten up with prejudice ; and others it would 
be folly to expett to fatisfy. I (hall there¬ 
fore be perfectly filent, unlefs you can dis¬ 
prove the charges, that I have brought againil 


An Apology for the Liturgy and Clergy of the 

Church of England,” p. 57, 58. How much flronger 
is this than the faint, half-faced compliment paid by the 
author of “ Confiderations on the Expediency of reviling 

the Liturgy and Articles 

on the genuintnefs of ibis text are highly meritorious • 

And, as if this compliment were not cold enough, he foon 
damps it by adding, that many excellent critics will not 
admit Mr. Travis’s vindication to be fuch as leaves no 
room for future doubt. From this and fimilar paflages, 
our Confident Protejlant is, I fear, little better than an he¬ 
retic. 




Air. Travis*s labours 


P* 7 




t Gentleman’s Magazine for March, 1790. 
% Gentleman’s Magazine for January,' 1790. 
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you, of ignorance and mifreprefentation. In 

cafe of convi£tion, I dare not promife to re- 
tratt publicly (for I know how frail are the 
vows of authors and lovers), but I promife 

If you confefs the charges, and yet 

maintain that the errors you have committed 
are venial, and confident with a knowledge 

of the fubjett, I fhall excufe myfelf from 
the controverfy, and confider you as degraded 

from that rank of literature which entitles 

one writer to challenge another. 


to try 


FINIS 


